3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 151: DONNA AND JERRY SILVERBERG, RESIDENTS

Response 151-1: The commentor is opposed to the project but does not raise any specific
issues relating to the Draft EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 152
| Lori Lawrence - Martis Valley Community Pian Fag
From: Chris Hanke <cchanke@yvahoo.coms
Te: <L I awran@placer.ca.gove
Date: A1 6/02 11:384M
Subject: Martis Valley Carmmunity Plan
Dear Lori;

As B proparty owner in Lahontan | am very concemed
aboul the proposed Martis Valley Community plan,
infeuding it's lack of thorough analysis and details

on the following subjects:

1. Increase in raffic on 257, and potential widening
ta four lanas through the entire vallay. Do wa want
a naw freeway through our beautiful valley? What
about the increased air pollution which wil 1521
accompany large scale development and population

incroasa?
2. Dastruction of pristing wildermess and wildlife
habitat.

3. The general lack of specfics and details In the
plan.

‘Pleasa don't hand Martis Valley over to the full
control of the development community.

Best regards,
Chris Hanke

Do You Yahoo!?
Hotlobs - Search Thousands of Mew Jobs

hitp:iwww.hotjcbs.com

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 152: CHRIS HANKE, RESIDENT

Response 152-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis) regarding concerns relating to traffic, loss of wildlife and
increased air pollution. The commentor states that the plan lacks details,
but fails to identify any inadequacies in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR provides
an extensive impact analysis associated with the project based on
technical reports, mapping, and review by qualified professionals.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-787



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 153

| Lori Lawrence - Marlis Vallay Eé
From: janice conover <janZroasti@yahoo.com=
Te: <L Jswren@placer ca.gov>
Date: BHTIO2 4:21PM
Subject: Martis WValley

This is an email regarding the proposed Martis Walley
Development plan. As a concermed citizen living In

Kings Beach, | have many unanswered questons for the
EIR and Martia Valley.

1. Where in the plan does the EIR address how the
developments will affect the Truckee River Watarshad?
2. Whera in the EIR ara the impacts on insects? 1534
3. Where in the EIR is a study on our native Black

Bears?
4. Where in the EIR doos it addraas nesting spots for

migrating birds?

| do not feel in amy way that this EIR is complete,

nor does [t address the neads of everyona Involved. |
am requesting for mare detalled observations, and | do
not believe that golf courses should be considered

OpEn Space.
Sinceraly,

Janice Conaver

POB 2329

T84 Allenby Lana
Kings BEach, CA 556143

S30-546-3007

Do You Yahoo!?
Holdobs - Search Thousands of New Jobs

hitp:iiweerw. hotjabs.com

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 153: JANICE CONOVER, RESIDENT

Response 153-1:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project) and 3.4. 7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water
Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to impacts on
watersheds. The commentor is referred to Section 4.9 (Biological Resources)
of the Draft EIR for a discussion about bears and migratory birds. The native
black bears (Ursus americanus) are considered common wildlife since they
are not protected by state or federal endangered species acts or by the
California Department of Fish and Game. The commentor is referred to
pages 4.9-41 through -51 for a discussion of impacts to bears and other
common wildlife. The commentor is referred to pages 4.9-62 through -67 for
a discussion of impacts to nesting naptors and other migratory birds. In
response to the commentors request to identify impacts to insects, CEQA
does not cover impacts to insects. Regarding the consideration of golf
courses as open space, the Placer County General Plan allows recreational
uses in their Open Space Land Designation. The County considers the Draft
EIR adequate for the purposes of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 154

T

! Lorl Lawrence - martis uaﬁﬂ E!E‘“

From: “paul david eggers™ <peggers@excelonline. com=>
Ta: =Ll swreni@placer.ca gov>

Diate: BATA02 4:31PM

Subject: mariis valley plan

Dear Ms, Lawrenca,

In regards to the Martis Valley plan and draft EIR, | have quile & few guestions.
1. Why does the plan not address the blodiversity of this area In regards to wildiie, plantliFe, and watland

habitat?
2. Why does the plan not address perennial and intermittant streams in regards to building and

construction zones7?
3. When do the plarners measure the 100 unbuildable feet from a siream or watershed? What about

during high snow years?
4. Where in the plan or study is the intreduction of non-nalive species discussed? | have a problam with

the fact that many of these new homes and develapments ars bringlng In nen-nathee invasive planta to our

araa,

5. Where an: the aerial photos of the area?
8. Was a scientists involved to figure out If phens are locatad In this area? This is a extremely sensitive

plant area and could easiy contzin a phan.
7. How is frevel over interstate 80 affected by this new plan?

too many cars,

154-1

Lastly, | am for absolutely no more devalopment of the area. 'We have too many people,
and so much more pollution that ever before. It is time for us to say no.

Paul Eggars

POR 2329

7064 Allenby Lane
Kings Beach, CA 95143
530-548-3001

Lastiy, | am for absclutely no more development of this area.

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Final Environmental Impact Report
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 154: PAUL EGGERS, RESIDENT

Response 154-1:

The commentor is referred to Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft
EIR regarding concerns relating to impacts on wildlife, plantlife and wetland
habitat. The commentor is referred to pages 4.7-30 through -37 in Section
4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quallity) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of water
quality impacts resulting from construction activities and County policies
and implementation measures to protect perennial and intermittent
streams. Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Policies 9.D.4 and 9.E.3
specifically promote the retention of native vegetation and prohibit the use
of non-native vegetation along waterways. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) for a
discussion of how Interstate 80 would be affected by the plan. Comment
noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County
May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 155

Pag

ﬁLaﬂ Lawrance - commants on the Martis \alley Draft Enuiranrnnn'.@l Impact Report : i

From: <jaffhalch@mindspring.conm=

To: <.JLawran@placer.ca.gov=

Data: BMAEO2 11:52PM

Subject: comments on the Marlis Valley Draft Environmental Impact Report
Lori Lawrence

Enviranmental Review Tachnician

Placer County Planning Dept.

11414 "B" Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

LiLawrend@placer.ca.gov

Ms. Lawrence,

I hava just spent the last hour reading the Martis Valley Community Flan Update, Draft Environmental
Impact Report (MVCP/EIR).

I clicked through each of the 796 pages and came away with a very strong and personal apinion about the
MVCPIEIR. In Section ¥, | was particularly roubled by the conclusions of significant or potentially
significant impact in all areas discussad.

Ingum, it appears Placer County Is mare concemed with its fulure residents and visitors than it's curent
residents and visitors. | find this very alarming. If Noeth Tahoe were underdeveloped, underpopulated, and
underutllizad, it would be sensible for Placer County to leak forwerd instead of backward. But it's not.

Throwghout my reading, | had the feeling the MVCP/EIR was wrilten by a consortium of real estate
dovelopers, promising the county higher tax receipts in exchange for the right to pave ower Martiz WValley,

The authors of the MVYVCP/EIR do not echo concerns of the local populace or current visitors. I this plan is
implementad and even half of the proposed developments are completed, the landscape for toursm will
be significantly different. Morih Tahoa will becorme an urban outpost. Most current residents do not want
this, as they usually locate here to avaid the nightmares of city life. Most cemrent visitors do not want this

aithar,

At the risk of sounding obstructicnist, | would encourage you 1o scrap the existing MWCF/EIR and starl
over, Please add my name to the list of concarned citizens who do net support the exisfing Martls Vallay

Community Flan Update, Draft Environmental impact Report,

Thank you for your attantion,

Jeff Hatch
jaffhatchi@mindspring.com

Truckes, California
530-587-3877

155-1

155-2

155-3

155-4

Placer County
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 155: JEFF HATCH, RESIDENT

Response 155-1:

Response 155-2:

Response 155-3:

Response 155-4:

Comment noted. Since no specific comments regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR were made, no further response is required.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is opposed to the project. The commentor also requests
that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public.
The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for
consideration of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Letter 156
@3/82/1994 17:12  782-588-15539 DESIGH WORKSHOP PaGE Bl

Facsimile Transmittal

Design Warkahap, Ine

Landscaps Architestare To: Fred Yeager and Bill Combs

Land Planning : Weber/Staphanie Grigsh

it s From: [D=znna Weber/Steph gsby

Tourism Planning Date: Apgust 19, 2002

Fax Number:  530-889-7493

Project Mame: Northstar-at-Tahos

Project #: 2342

Subject: Martis Valley Community Flan EIR

Copy To: Roger Lessman, Tim Beck, David
Tirman, David Corbin, Jim Porter, Jim

Qimsted

Number of Pages: 9
(including this page)

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL
Dear Fred Yeager and Bill Combs,

Following is a copy of the comments on the Martis Valley Community Flan Update Draft
Environmental Impact Report dated May 2002. These comments are submitted on behalf of East
West Partners; Booth Creek Ski Holdings, Inc.; and the Morthstar-ar-Tahoe project team.

The comments have been submitted during the official review perlod for the Draft Environmental
Impact Report. The comments have been submitted to the above recipients both electronically via
amail and by hardcopy fax on this date, Monday, Aagust, 19, 2002, at 2:30 pm.

IF there were any peoblems with receiving the submittal, please contact Stephanie Grigsby at 775-
588-5929.

Thank you,

Deanna Weber
Stephanie Grigsby

This faszimibe transmilesion [andior accompanying o 15} may in confidential informatian belanging b the sander which
is protected, The informetion [+ intended anly for the uge of the individual or tbe entity samed above. ]r_\!'l:l.'l are not the irtznfad
recipleat, you tre hersty notifled that any disclosure, copying distribution or the mking af any action m relm:u:\u on the captanls of
spip informanion 13 strictly probibied. 1F you have received this transmission in smoe, ploase immedintely notify us by relephone I

DESIGNWORKSHOP

Albuguscrgque « Agpen » Denver = Jackson Hole « Pork City « Phonix » Santa Fe = Tabos « Vail * Santa Cruz © Santingo = 55io Faulo

208 Kingsbury Grade, Firs: Floor, #3, PO Box 5666, Sateling, NV 85449 » (tel) 775-588-5929 = (fax) 775-588-1559
waw designworkshop.com

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

B3/82/1994 17:12 7B2-508-1559 DESIGH WORKSHOR PAGE B2
Memorandum
Design Workshep, Inc.
Landseape Architecturs T Fred Yeager o
Land Flanning From: Deanna Weber/Stephanie Grigsby
Uiriemas okl Date: August 19, 2002
Touriam Planning A
FProject Mame: MNorthstar at Tahoe
Project # 2342
Subject: Martis Valley Community Plan EIR
Comments
Copy To: Roger Lessman, Tim Beck, Jim Porter,
David Tirman, David Corbin, and Jim
Olmsted

Notes: HigfifgHisd #xt or bold text represents text to be added.

Strilethrensh text represents (Xt o be removed.
Text in fralics represents discussion comments, clarification questions, or explanation of

changes.

Comments to be picked up throughout the document:
1. All maps show the location of Leokout Mountain in the wrong spot. It should be maoved

ME near the words Trimont.
2. Spelling and spacing errors.

VOLUME 1A

ection 2.0 Executive § ary: Page - Mitigati

Revise as follows: o
Residential lots shall be restricted from having direct access onto the Connector, if it is incladed

in the Clrenlatin Disgraii as a public réadivay.

Marthstar supports the connector road for fire, life, safery and inter resort transit only and does
nor support as a public roadway. In the event it does nor become part of the Circulation Diugram,

direct lot access should be allowed after careful review of yire constderarions.

ure d.4.

156-1

Section 2.0 Executi » Page 2.0-109; Mitigati pasu 2.4a

Revise as follows:
All light fixtares shall be limited to 33 26 feet in height and shall be installed and shielded in such

a manner that no light rays are emitted from the fixture. .. —

Prererving the nightime view and decreasing righttime lighting impacts is an impertant goal,
However, restricting standards to 15 feet in heighr will cause an increase in the amount of
standards needed to light parking areas, and other sites. The TRPA standard for light fixturer is
26 feer (Section 22.5). This balances the need to reduce light spill and effects af nighttime

DESIGNWORKSHOP

Albugasrques = Aypen = Denver + lackson Hube = Park City + Phossdn + Saama Fe = Taboe = Vail = Senra Crue = Wr:hp + Rlv Pamillin

29% Kingsbury Grade, First Floor, #3. PO Boa 5666, Stateline, NV 89448 « (vel) T75-588-3929 « (fax) T75-588- 1559
www. designwaorkshop.com

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

B3/82/1994 17:12 782-588-1559 DESIGH WORKSHOP PaGE 83

156-2

tighting. Additionatly, the 26 foor height minimizes the amount af srandardys required, ond Hhe.
ant

therefare reduces the daytime visual impact of numerous lighting standards. TRPA ordinance
section 30.8 sers forch additional standards to minimize Hght spill

Section 2.0 utive Su : Page 2.0- 4.12-35; Mitization Me 4.12.4e
The Mitigation Policy indicates that nighttime lighting shall not be allowed for golf course driving
ranges, sports fields and ski terrain.

Currently Northrtar has a nighttime activity center called " Polaris Park” located at the Big Springs | 156-3

Day Lodge and includes lighting for half pipes, terratn features and snow tubing. It is compatible e
that s been carefully designed with shielded lamps o mirigate night glare. We would like fo suggest
that lighting of nighttime ski related tervain be allowed with supporting documentution from o dghting
expert that the proposed profect will not adversely effect the night sky.

ectio ot : Page 3.0-19; aph
Consider adding language noting that the Proposed Plan will result in reduced impacts compared
i the existing plan (Le., see Table 6.0-3 on Page 6.0-17 of Val. 1B).

156-4

tion 3.0 Tra Latio ation; Page 3.30-33; First B
Revize as follows: New roadway interconnection associated with connecting Big Springs Drive
with the future SewmillFias-Reed Highlands Dirive within the Morthstar-at-Tahos resort

commumnity.
Revision accurately reflects the road which connects to Big Springs Drive. Sawmill Flars Rood iv
locared by the employee housing site.

ectlon tiom; 4.2 " bullat

Revise as follows: _
“5 035 acres owned by Trimont Land Company, adjacent to Northstar, Adthewsh Potential

development capacity has been identified at 2,636 D.Urre-developmentis-planned-or-anticipated F
atthistime. Zoning includes...” 56-8

Cornfiston may arise between the development planned for Northatar-ar-Tahoe and that which is
located on Trimont land.

156-5

4.2 Population; .22 Holding C i
Add reference to:
WMorthstar-at-Tahoe/East West Partner's chart depicting Proposed Reduoction of Mumber of
Developable Units at Northstar-at-Tahoe, Prepared by Averbach Engineering Group and Design 156-7
Warkshop, Inc. Movember 15, 2001.
(Image of chart has been included in the comment packags).

Matrix depicts study of holding capacity of Northstar-ar-Tahae utilizing variows planning
methods. Information is provided as a resource for the EIR.

tlon 4.2 Population; Tab 2-12, 4.2-14, 4.2-16, &4.2-18
The number 26,764 skiers shown in the tables is gignificartly greater than anything that could be
supported by Morthstar and therefore the number of employees projected is high. Thix number 156-8
should be confirmed as ro feg validity and how it was derived.

Page 2

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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83/92/1994 17:12 782-588-1553 DESIGH WORKSHOP PAGE B4

Section 4.4 Tr on/Circulation: Page 4.4-16 1% and 2" Paragraphs
Revise Truckee Trolley information (o current information for the 2001-2002 ski scason. The 1569
route is currently served twice each day (not hourly service berween 7:00 AM and 5:50 PM).

Section 4 tio tion: Page 4.4-27; Subsection 4.2.3

This sectien sets out six criteria, to be used for purposes of this EIR, for determining significant
transportation and circulation impacts. The section states that these criteria “are consistent with, or
more consarvative than, the adopted policies or thresholds of Caltrans, Placer County, Tahoe

i i » the T f Truckes."
Regional Planning Agency, and the Tewn o ckes i

The eriteria for determining significant impacts for purposes of an EIR need not. and should not,
be more conservative or resirictive than those required by federal, state and local law being
applied at the community plan level through the MVCP. The significance thresholds should
adhere to adopted level-of-service policies, and should not be avbitrarily revised to be either more
o less siringent than those policies.

4.4 oriation/Circulationg 4.4-30
Northstar development is referred to as “all future residential development within Northstar is

planned to be multi-family."

Planning for the Northstar development is still conceprual and may resulf in some single-family 166-11

uniits, Restricting development to only multi-family is overly limiting. Additienally, if trip
generafion rates assume the residential development at Northstar will all be multi-family, ir is
likely chat actual trips have been overestimated and represent a “worst-caye” analysis.

ectio th rculation; Page 4.4-35; T -
Tuble 4.4-13, indicaring PM Peak-Howr Trip Rates, includes the General Commercial land wse
designation, but not the Tourist Commercial land use designation. (The General Commercial land
ure designation is repeated two times, presumably for different areas). Becouse the Tourist
Commercial desigriation may generate lower trip rates than the General Commercial dexignerion
the Towrict Commercial designation should be included and analyzed in some fashion

156-12

ion 4.4 ion/Cir: iomg 4.4-37: Table 4.4-14
This table seerms to use the same trip rates for the General Commercial and Tourist Commercial
fand use designations. Because the Tourist Commercial designation may generate lower irip rates 156-13
them the General Commercial designation, this difference between the two commerctal land we
designations should be recognized and the Tourist Commercial designation should be included

and properly analyzed.

Section 4.5 ; Pay = A 0-1

Reviss Footnole | as fiollows:
Because snowmaking is an integral part of a modern ski area, seld-famiy residential structures

close to ski trafls shall be subject only to interior noise level standards a5 would rransient lodging 1561
in such locations. -14

Development in ski areas shonld nor be restricred ro only muli-family residerniéal strucfures.

Faﬂe K |

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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A83/B2/1934 17:12 782-588-1559 DESIGH WORKSHOP

ection 4.6 Air lity; Poge 4.6-9; 2nd Paragraph
The recond paragraph notes that "emissions resulting from subsequent development wirkin the
Plan area project is not likely a significant contributor to such condition, * referring to deparirion
of nitrogen-coniaining particuldfe matter info the Tohoe Basin (which caouse luke éurrophication );

this statement is relevant to the following comment.

ection 4 ] 4.6-1

Revise as follows:
“MOx emissions from this alternative repres i whidi i
into arebot fikely a Significint source of hllﬁ:gm in L:lke Tahoe Trnnsport uf pol]nmm ﬁ'D-m
the Mantis Valley into the Tahoe Basin is an unusual eve

issves-ir-the Basin. Specifically, wind data from Donner Sumrmr. show winds from a westerly
quadrant (southwest threugh northwest) occor 63 pereent of the time, while winds from a
northerly quadrant (northwest through northeast) occur only 3.8 percent of the time (California

Department of Water Resources, 2002).

This discussion of the effect of nitrogen oxides generaled under the Propesed Plan on the Tahoe
Basin should be made consisterst with the conclusion on Page 4.6-9 {see previous commenr) thar
nitrogen-conitaining particulate matter from the Plan area are nof a significant contribuior i the
Tahee Basin. Thus, the statement “NOx emissions from thi alternarive represent a posiible
source of additional ritrogen deposited inte Lake Tahoe " @5 inconsistent with previows
conclusions and should be revired ay stared above,

It is alyo internally inconsistent to state that “transport of pollutants from the Martis Valley into
the Tahoe Baxin is an winsual event” but to conclude thar pollutanis from Martis Valley would
sitll “contribute to air quality issues in the basin,” Thiz conclusion is absenr in discussions of thiv
issue for each of the other alternarives, thus, the above revisions are necessary o create

consistency of analysis across all alternatives.

ection 4,7 Hydrolopy and YWater Quality; 4.7-8; Znd Para

Revise as follows:

The paragraph in which the above sentence is found notes that suspended sediment loacls for the
Truckee River were estimated at 635 tons in 1997 and thar per the DRI study commissioned by the
LRWQCR the target TMDL is #4986 tons, requiring a reduction of sediment loads of 189 tons. Given
the five year age of this data, it should not be relied on in this E{R for setting standards for
reduction in sediment loads. Moreover, because the DRI target has not been adapted by the
ERWQCR, this EIR should not independently adopt standards regarding excess sediment louds.
This conclusion is supported by the statement in the next paragraph that LRWQCE is “currently
waorking on establishing the TMDL for the Truckse River." The Cowunty thould require
complionce with the TMDL srondard adopred by the Regional Board, rather than a siandard

based on a study that may be out of date.

ection 4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality; Pa -15; Final P
Add lainguage clarifying that since arsenic concentrations are the natural and inevitable resolt of

the voleanic geology of the Flan area, arsenic concentrations in ground water are not impacted by
development.
Page 4

PAGE A5

15615

156-16

156-17
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

83/82/1994 17:12 782-588-1559 DESIGH WORKSHDP PAasE BB

tlon 4.7 and Water Quality; Page 4.7-20; Multiple Paragraphs
Revise the paragraphs as follows:

" Paragra
“PCWA hes adopred a conservative estimate of an imﬂtﬂmnl 6,000 acre feer of surface water

potentially available for fusure use once TROA is hnplmu-ntzd for a combined iotal of
availablé surface water of 8,500 to 10,000 acre feet per year.”

2" Paragraph

“Therefore, approximately 17,448 acre feet of groundwater is additlonally available for exiraction
annually without adversely affecting the long-term storage of the basin (i.e., for a total of 24,700
acre feet of groundwater available to meet the needs of existing and future development).” 156-18

4" Paragraph

“Under reliable estimates by the SWRCE and Nimbus, therefore the total water supply available
to meet all extsiiig dnd futore development is 2344824, 700 acre feet of groundwater {gross
diversion or extraction), and 10,000 acre feet of surface water, of which no more than & 000 acre
feet should be obtained from surface water sources until the estimate can be refined following
execution and implementation of TROA, Thus, using these conservative estimates, the total
sustalnable waler resource available for development in the Martis Valley is at minimum
30,700 105 34,700 serké feet per year.”

These revisions are key fo accurately stating warer availability and (o make this section consistent
wirth data and conclusions on page 4.7-55. The problem on this pd'gr ix subitle and repeated.
Specifically, when the statemenis on this page refer to “futire use” or “future development* the
re_&'rmca iy actuaily ro uses or o development projected ra arise in the future, in adedition fo

existing uses or development,
Here is the math:

AS DRAFTED

24,700 acre feet of available groundwater; less 7,252 acre currenily being used, leaves 17,448
acre feet of groundwarer for “fuire use " with an additional 6,000 acre feer of surface water for o

rotal of 23,448 acre feet.

ASIT SHOULL BE DRAFTED

24,700 acre feet of available groundwater, of which 7,252 is curvently being used, leaving | 7,448
acre feet af groundwater available to meet the needs of subsequent development, with an
additional 10,000 acre feet of surface water available under TROA, af which 2,500 o 4,000 acre
Jeet iy currently being used, leaving a conservative PCWA estimate af 6,000 acre feet of surface
werter avirilable to meet the needs of subsequent development,

Thus, the total available water resource, 1o meet the needs of exiviing plus subsequenrs
development ig: 7,253 4 17448 + 6,000 {using a conservative estimate af available rurfoce warer
when TROA is implemented,; should aciually be 10,000 AF) for o total of 30,700 acre feet per

yedar,
Fage 3
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

B3/@3/51994 17:12 Taz-588-1559 DESIGH WORKSHOP PaGE 87
YOLUME 1R
urces: Page 4.9-34: 1" Paragraph
Information pertaining to the natural resources of Northstar-at-Tahoe is available for review.
Envirgnmental reports that have been prepared for Northstar-ar-Tahoe are listed. Reference
should be made that this information was providzd ro the County.
En 1 nce (Blological Reports
Add reference to the following environmental reports provided for current information
regarding Northstar-at-Tahoe.
156-19
Morthstar-at-Tahoe Expansion Prajects Real Estate and Ski Improvement (Phase T-V) Technical
Smodies, Air Quality Impact Analysis. (KEA Environmental, Inc.).
Northstar-at-Tahoe Expansion Projects Real Estate and Ski Improvement (Phase T & [T) Technical
Smudies, Biological. (KEA Envirenmental, Inc. 2001).
Northstar-al-Tahoe Expansion Projects Real Estate and Ski Improvement (Phase I-V) Technical
Studies, Hydrology. (KEA Environmental, Inc. 2001,
Northstar-ar-Tahoe Air Quality Baseline Dura, (KEA Environmental, Inc. 2002).
Monthstar-at-Tahoe Biological Bascline Data. (KEA Environmental, Inc. 2002).
Morthstar-at-Tahoe Hazards Resources Bazeline Dara, (KEA Environmental, Inc. ).
Morthstar-at-Tahoe Hydrology Bageline Data. (KEA Environmental, Inc. 2002).
Secti tural and Paleontogica ; Page 4.10-5; 3 ra
Reference is made to the baseline eultural resource studies for Northstar-at-Tahoe. Studies listed
below have been made available to the County.
Envl Heports eference Itural ris
Add reference to the following cultural reports provided for current information regarding
Morthstar-at-Tahoe. p—
Morthstar-ar-Tahoe Cultural Resources Baseline Data. (KEA Environmental, Tnc. 2002). (Sensitive
material. Awvailable only to appropriate sources.)
Morthstar-at-Tahoe Expansion Projects Real Estate and Skd Improvement (Phase 1-V) Technical
Studies, Cultural Resources. (KEA Envircnmental, Ine, 2001). (Sensitive material. Available
only (0 Appropriate sources.)

Page &
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B3/@2/1994 17:12 7az-588-1559 DESIGH WORKSHOR FacE ag

Section 8.0 Draft Mitigation M inz and i ram; e B.0-10: Mitigatio
4

Measure 4.8.4
Revise as follows: "During review of any project that would be loested alang a north-Facing slope

adjacent to areas with slopes 30-percent-29 degrees or greater, Placer County shall require each
substquent project provide the County with an avalanche hazard investigation. ..
156-21

The second paragraph in Section 4.3, page 4.3-7 avalanche hogards, stater thar Avalanches occur
on northerly and easterly slopes inclined at angles greater than 29 degrees. It would seem thar if
avalanches rypically happen on slopes of 29 degreer or greater, than 29 degrees should be the
governing grade requiring analysis, not 30 percent,

ection 8.0 it Mi ion Monitoring = riin rarm; 0-15: MM 4.12.4a

Revise as follows:
All light fixtures shall be limited to 15 26 feer in height and shall be installed and shiclded in such

a manner that no light rays arc cmitted from the fixtore, ..

Preserving the nighttime view and decreasing nighttime lighting impacts is an impartant goal,
However, restricting srandards 1o 15 feer in height will cause an fncrease in the amaet of 156-22
standords needed to light parking areas, and other sites. The TREA standard for light fixtures is
26 feet (Section 22.5). This balances the need to reduce light spill and effects of nighttime
lighting. Additionally. the 26 foot height minimizes the amount of standards required, and
therefore reduces the dayiime virual impact of nemerour lighting standards. TRPA ardinance
secrion 30.8 sets forth additional standardy to minimize light spill,

Page 7
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Ba/pa 1a94  17:12 TB2-588-1559 DESIGN WORKSHOR PazE B3

Northstar/East West Proposed Reduction of Number of

Developable Units at Northstar at Tahoe

Prepared by: Auerbach Engineering and DWI

Date: BAI90Z
1400 41197 Units  +997 Units  +812 Units  +625 Units  +164 Units

Increase of  Imerease of  Increase of  Increaseof  Tncrease of
43.9% 35.7% 27.5% T.2%

51.6%

1200 -

1000

400

200

0 - 3700

Sowrces’  [Based on current Source: Placer  Buased on historical| Besed on original Source: Pher [Northstar/ | Units
JT—— zoning end good Caunty :-_-,.-i.eld a:hlml-td in |3‘.’|'ﬂ1]1_.1n.|| entitle-  Conrty East West +Emploee
planaing tech- - (ke zopes, i mentin 1971 Reduced Piginis

R :wﬁ F}: ?E"'P DEIISH}' "irusing

historical yield per | = | wase

jacTe, : " roposal Y

# 142K umits ewrently built st Nosthstar a1 Tahoe,
=% Percenfaps MGreass caleulnted From a rutio berween |1:|'I,|11-¢HEI’J urts bo e du’l'l:lrlp:d at Morthsrar (2272 maximum ), compared 10 the
number of dﬂ'#lopibk umits allowed ar Warthstar per each ECHTIErEO,
=xspmployeeiAfordable Housing units and 25 acditional units outside original enttbement boundary nat nelwbed in 3700wt aal,
Additonal Notes; 13 Based on PD dovignatiun, thoere is anlintsd commurchl prociding that covempe & leighs lnsbiasoms e adynezsd
3 Morel densie itz [ unit per 1IN0 s (25 umits per acre wlor Brchen, 15 unirs per acre w/kinchent Basald on Placer
ey Code seerun 1756030 (1540 n 1708 ende)
nrR designation allmns B prans o o density (Placer Cunee Funde seouom 17540080,
Fipirie) e R L
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LETTER 156: DEANNA WEBER/STEPHANIE GRIGSBY, DESIGN WORKSHOP

Response 156-1:

Response 156-2:

Response 156-3:

Response 156-4:

Response 156-5:

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).

Mitigation Measure MM 4.12.4a (Draft EIR page 4.12-35) does not specify or
limit the height of light fixtures. The following edits are made to the Draft EIR
to fix this error.

Pages 2.0-109 (Table 2.0-1) page 8.0-15 (Table 8.0-1), the following text
changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.12 4a:

“MM 4.12.4a Outdoor light fixtures for subsequent non-residential
areas (such as commercial and recreation areas) shall
be low-intensity, shielded and/or directed away from
residential areas and the night sky. All light fixtures shall
be limited te-15feet in height and shall be installed and
shielded in such a manner that no light rays are emitted
from the fixture at angles above the horizontal plane.
High-intensity discharge lamps, such as mercury, metal
halide and high-pressure sodium Ilamps shall be
prohibited. Lighting plans shall be provided as part of
improvement plans to the County with supporting
documentation that adjacent residential areas will not
be adversely affected and that offsite illumination will
not exceed 1-foot candles from project sources. “

Current nighttime lighting provided at the Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Resort is
noted. Light fixtures associated with providing adequate lighting for
nighttime activities at ski resorts typically involve substantial light fixtures that
can generate substantial “sky glow” conditions. Given the visibility of
Northstar within the Plan area (see Photo 4.12-3 on Draft EIR page 4.12-2),
the requested change to Mitigation Measure MM 4.12.4e is not
recommended.

Comment noted. The project description in an EIR is intended to describe
the project evaluated, rather than an evaluation of project impacts. Table
6.0-1 of the Revised Draft EIR provides a comparison of visual impacts of
Proposed Land Use Diagram to the Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land
Use Map.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR:
Pages 3.0-33, the following text changes are made to the first bullet:
“New roadway interconnection associated with connecting Big Springs

Drive with the future Highlands Drive SaxwmillElat Read within the Northstar-
at-Tahoe resort community.”

Placer County
May 2003
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Response 156-6:

Response 156-7

Response 156-8

Response 156-9

Response 156-10

Response 156-11

Response 156-12

Response 156-13

Response 156-14

Response 156-15

This specific statement is in reference to the fact that there is no current
application for development on this property at the time of the release of
the Draft EIR.

The provision of information associated with proposed reductions in the
number of developable units is noted. Tables 3.0-2 through 3.0-5 of the
Draft EIR specifically note the assumed number of dwelling units within
Northstar at buildout under the land use map options.

As cited in Tables 4.2-12, 4.2-14, 4.2-16 and 4.2-18 of the Draft EIR, the
information used consists of review of employment factors and data
provided by the Town of Mammoth Lakes, Town of Vail as well as the Placer
County Mitigation Agreement associated with the Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski
Resort.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

As specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.4-27, the LOS standards used
consist of LOS standards of the Town of Truckee, Placer County and the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Appendix B regarding the revised traffic
analysis for the Proposed Land Use Diagram.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Appendix B regarding the revised traffic
analysis for the Proposed Land Use Diagram. The traffic analysis
conservatively assumes no trip reduction potential associated with land
areas designated Tourist Commercial.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Appendix B regarding the revised traffic
analysis for the Proposed Land Use Diagram. The traffic analysis
conservatively assumes no trip reduction potential associated with land
areas designated Tourist Commercial.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan is
noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no
comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no
further response is required.

The commentor is correct that the project would not be a substantial
contributor to air pollution and associated water quality issues for the Tahoe
Basin. However, the project would still contribute to air pollution to the
Tahoe Basin (as acknowledged on Draft EIR pages 4.6-12 through -20). The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts
to the Tahoe Basin).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Response 156-16

Response 156-17

Response 156-18

Response 156-19

Response 156-20

Response 156-21

“MM 4.8.4

The information cited by the commentor is a reference to technical studies
associated with the water quality studies for the Truckee River in the setting
discussion and was not used in the Draft EIR as a standard for compliance.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

Comment noted. CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(c)(5) specifically requires
that all documents referenced in an EIR be made available for public
review.

Comment noted. CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(c)(5) specifically requires
that all documents referenced in an EIR be made available for public
review.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR:

= Pages 2.0-56 (Table 2.0-1), 4.8-38 and 8.0-10 (Table 8.0-1), the following text
changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.8.4:

During review of any project that would be located along a north-facing
slope immediately adjacent to areas with slopes 2938 percent or greater,
Placer County shall require each subsequent project provide the County with
an avalanche hazard investigation report for their project. This report will
document field investigations of surface conditions in areas where
construction of all structures is proposed as well as typical snow accumulation
and climate conditions. Evaluation of surface materials will be made to
evaluate slope stability characteristics of underlying near surface conditions
and probable snow conditions that will likely by present during various storm
conditions. Avalanche hazard areas shall be mapped and the site design
shall be modified to avoid these areas. If avoidance is infeasible, structures to
be placed in the avalanche hazard areas shall designed to withstand
anticipated snow loads and conditions of an avalanche consistent with the
Placer County Avalanche Management Program.

Placer County
May 2003
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11414 “B™ Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update

Dear Ms, Lawrence,

1 am a part-time resident of Morthstar, and have been actively following the planning
process for the Martis Valley for two years. Many aspects of the County's prefermed
alternative plan and the associated Draft Environmental Impact Report, concern me,
Both the water quality and water supply studies are difficult to understand. The Martis
Creek drainage is supposed to reduce the amount of sediment by 30 percent per the
Desert Fesearch Institute to achieve the desired objective for the TMDL for sediment for
the Truckee River Watershed. (DEIR, p. 4.7-8) Yet, I do not see in the DEIR an adequate
analysis of many types of sediment which contribute to the Martis Creek sediment issue,
For example, bike trails at Northstar might have a significant impact on the amount of
crosion; yet these are not addressed in the Plan. Please do an analysis of the contribution
of new development, bike trails and other non-vegetated paths to the sediment load in
Martis Creek drainage. Ifit is significant, please state specific measures that will reduce
the sediment load to insignificant.

I am concerned that many of the building sites will be on relatively stesp slopes. This is
based on my experience in the Big Springs subdivision of Northstar, Please set a firm
threshold for development on slopes so that slopes in excess of 15 degrees will not be
built on. Thave been told by a member of Design Review at Northstar, that lots in the
Owverlook section are so steep that they are virtually unbuildable, especially when the
owner wants an “estate” style home of approximately 5,000 square feet. Please address
this issue and exclude sites that will not support constrection without contributing unduly

to erosion and sedimentation,

Surface water quality is supposed to be protected by Best Management Practices. Often
times detention basins are used for this purpose. 1 am enclosing two articles by Leo
Poppoff, published this summer in the Tahos World which addresses the use of detention
basins to keep nutrients and sediments out of Leke Tahoe. Tt appears that these basins do
not do a complete job and might even adversely affect ground water quality, (See starred
article: “Environmental threshold evaluation prompts TRPA to make policy changes™),
In an article published August. 15, 2002 (“How well do dentention basins treat mineff7™),
Poppoff reports on the efforts of USGS hydrologists to study Cattlemen’s detention
basin. Prior to building the basin, USGS researchers drilled thirty monitoring wells in the
area which were sampled to record levels and composition of the ground water, This
seems to be important to establish a base level. Koy questions to be answered are: How

Letter 157
CER
WAVES £9 p
Dare 4,
RECENgp b A bsbeh—
. August 13, 2002
Attn: Lori Lawrence AUG 19 s,
Environmental Review Technician [~
Placer County Planning Dept. MNMNG DEP&HTM
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i /ffyﬂf

well docs the basin extract nutrients from runoff water? Does the basin pollute the
groundwater, and could that pround water surface later to pollute streams? And, what
would be the effect of oxygenated surface water seeping beneath the basin, into the rich
arganic soil that has no oxygen? Poppoff notes that basins can cause increased erosion of
adjacent streams. Please refer to the enclosed article for a complete analysis.

Will detention busins be used on the golf courses planned for this project area? At ::fn?d
Northstar, in the Big Springs development, there are several detention basins. Will
detention basins be used in new subdivisions in the project area? For all types of uses
{golf courses and residential subdivisions as well as others), do detention basins work as
hoped? Before relying on detention basins to mitigate nun-off from development, please
determine their efficacy, using an approach similar to the one emploved by the USGS at
Cattlemen's detention basin.

At a public meeting on July 15, hosted by Sierra Watch, Ron Parr, of DMB Highlands,
said that ke would support the independent sampling of water in the Martis Valley to
maintain the objective nature of the water monitoring process, Please appoint an

independent group to take samples of the Martis Valley drainage so that monitoring of 1574
pollution as a result of golf courses and construction can be as objective as possible. In
addition, please provide a periodic analysiz of the results of the monitoring so that the
public can be assured that the development in Martis Valley is not adversely affecting
resources, such as water, which belong to us all.

Mo analysis is made of the effect of residential landscaping, ski trail revegetation efforts,
or snowmaking on the water supply or quality in the Martis Valley, Many residents of
Morthstar have lawns, which require fertilizer and pesticide maintenance. How does this
affect our water? Will developments in the Martis Valley Community Plan have
restrictions on the type of landscaping and maintenance which will be provided? How
often is fertilizer applied at gpolf courses to maintain their lush, gresen look? How can we
be sure that nitrates, pesticides, phosphorous, etc. do not enter the Martis Creek system?

Once again, [ refer to an August 9, 2002 newspaper article in the Morth Lake Tahoe
Bonanga (New treatment system removes chemical from well). The Martis Valley
Community Plan DETR assumes some interaction between the upper and middle/lower
aguifers, but believes the continuous clay member at the base of the upper aquifer limits
the transfer of ground water. The enclosed news article refers to a 30 foot layer of clay
separating two aquifers; nonetheless, contamination of the lower aquifer by substances
{MTBE in this case) did occur. [ am concerned that pollutants from golf courses, ete,
will enter not only our surface water, but both the aquifers in this valley. How will you
ensure that they do not? Likewise, T do not believe an adequate analysis was done of the
cffects of pumping from the middle/lower aquifer on springs and seeps because the
Nimbus report assumed that the middle/lower aquifer responded as a confined unit. 1
request that an independent analysis determine the effect of pumping ground water on
surface water including springs and seeps, assuming that the two aquifers are connected,

157-6
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Pyl

At Northstar, we brag that our water could be bottled, it"s so pure. I believe that water
quality at Morthstar is high because it comes from springs in the arca, What is the effect 1677
of using these springs on the flow of the Martis Creek system? Please address this issue.

Thank yvou,

Sincerely yours,

%a% ,.ﬁﬁ.ézéi\_
Kathy Welc

111 Sandringham Rd.
Piedmont,Ca. 24611
Antachments:

Leo Poppoff, Tahoe World, “Environmental threshold evaluation prompis TRPA to make

policy changes™

Morth Lake Taboe Bonanea, “New treatment system removes chemical from well™
DosoF¥, Taloe Wl ;%.JQML,MM
a{: Aot 7 basins peas runoff
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idea is simple encugh.  bailt, renoff from Ploneer Trail
Dig a shallow basin i and Cattlemans Trail flowed
intercepe the ow of water  across enarea that was onca a
mnning off an area, Let the disturbed meadow along Cold
water git for a whils, or at least Creek. That portion of the: mead-
show down, and sediments will ow had been graded withas
settle out. Phosphores, which e as five foet of Gl during
likes to attach itself 10 soil parti-  the canstruction of nearty
cles, wifl settle with the soil, homes,
Mitrogen, phosphonas and iron LISCS researchers drilled thir-
might be ty moditor-
taken up by ing wells i
Plants grow- the area
ing in the before the
nitrogen, basin was
whiich dis- buslt, The
solves easily wells wers
m_m, By Leo Poppoff sampled
o e BASIN WATCH record e
5
ground. amd compo-
S0y, PrAEr sitign of the
flowing out groand
of the basin shoold be clean and = water. Ground water flows inder
net stimulate algal growth in the meacdon toward the cresk,
Lalkoe Tahoe — or clowd s water  through erganio-rich sand and
with fine particles. At least that’s st
the azsumplion we"ve made fora Fesearchers found that the
couple of decades as we've shallow ground water has nasm-
attempied to treat dirty, netrient - mally high coneentrations of
rich water before it flows to Lake  onganic carbon, smmaoni, and

Tahoe. But, is it o good mssump-
ton? Isn't it about time we find
our?

Well, even as you read this
codumn, a couple of UL, Geolog-
ical Survey (USGS) hydrmlogists
(from the Carson City Office) ane
learning what's what with disten-
tion basins, Just off Pioneer Trail,
at the end of Cattlzmen'"s Trmil
rext o Cold Creek, David Pradic
and James Wood have instre-
mented a pew detention basin.
Their goal is o delemine its
effectiveness in remeoving sadi-
ments and nuttients.

Bat, detention basins don't
exist in a vacuum. Often, they're
located nesdr streams and over
shallow ground water. So, study-
ing the interactions of detention
‘basing ith their surmondings is
albso an important part of the
reseanch

Cattleman's detention bagin
was built by El Dorado County
{in cooperation with the Califomn-
iun Tahoe Consermnoy to can-

irem_These's lirfle of ro distolved
oxygen. Orange stains on the
ereck bed confirm thit ron-rich
pmmdwmmmmm

'Ihmﬂmud{hﬂlmuan 1
detention hasin, the fill was excs-
vabed, then vegetation was plant-
ed in the basin. However, most of
the spring nanoff cocurs before
VEEEIALION SLATTS [0 grow, 20 it's
oot certain that nutrents are
dripped from nunoff by vegeta-
tion. Water that overflows the
basin iz directed into the mead-
o, There, the water is further
treated by spreading, settling and
by the vegetation.

The basin was built kst fail
And, now that the detention hasin
16 operating, reesarchers are
wuorking to obtain answers to key

(questiors.

How well does the basin
extract mutrents from ronoff
wiler? Does the basin pollute the
roindwater, and could ihat
aroind waker surfacs baler b nnlo

basins treat runoff?

walter seeping beneath the basin,
ingoy the rich orgenic soil that s
n¢ oxygen? Adding oxygen coeld
change not only the chemistry of
the subsdl, but also the kinds of
nicrobes that act on outrcnts.
And all that could affect the gual-
ity of ground water that later sug-
faces in streams.

T gt answess o these ques-
tions, Prudic and Wood inssalled
autcmatic sampling instrarments
1o monilor concentrations of
nurients, sediments and other
chemicals npstream of the basin,
flowing into the basin, seeping
indo the ground water below, and
learving the bagin. The manitoring
program will continue for ancther
fiour years.

The work: is still in progress,
and this year's samples aren’t all
analyzed ard interpreted. Yet,
Somne interesting observations
have been made of the interaction
of ground waier, basin water apd
the adjacen: stream. The bank of
the: stream's meander that's clos-
e=st i the basin hag eroded rapidly
ginee the basin was constructed.
Acconding to Prodic, it's because
water in the basin increased the
pressure of provnd water seeping
into the stream. That has softened
the soil i the stream bank, mak-
ing it eagier to enode,

Spowmelt recharges the shal-
levw acpaifier below the besin, The
pressirs of this subsurface fow
pushes some water upward,
through the rich onganic layer,
and inte the basin. S0, waler in
the basin, containing notrents
and chemicals that min off the
roads, soaks into the ground. Yet,
water from the ground, contain-
g carbon, ammaonin and ison
could alse sesp upvard into the
basin.

How does all this affect the
water ereatment efficiency of Car-
Heman's detendion hasinT We
won't know for a while, but it's
alrendy evident that digging a
bisin in & meadow and filling it
with waser sezs off a chain of
processes that isn't well under-
stesad, but which might affect the
way runoff i treated

Mrsnrmenda T Cond there fn e
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 157: KATHY WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 157-1:

Response 157-2:

Response 157-3:

Response 157-4:

Response 157-5:

Response 157-6:

Response 157-7:

Draft EIR pages 4.7-30 through -44 of the Draft EIR document ways in which
subsequent development under the Martis Valley Community Plan could
impact surface water quality, which includes consideration of recreational
activities. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).

Comment noted. Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Policy 9.A.9
specifically notes that the County will limit development in areas of steep
slopes (e.g., 20 to over 30 percent).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project). Effective water quality control
measures currently in use in the Plan area (e.g., Lahontan | and Il) include
infiltration basins for each building site and roadway, overland flow of
drainage to waterways and implementation of chemical application
management plans (CHAMPS).

The commentor’s statements regarding the need for water quality
monitoring is noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3
(Water Quality) and Response to Comment K-6 regards to current water
guality conditions in the Plan area.

Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through -44 of the Draft EIR document ways in which
subsequent development under the Martis Valley Community Plan could
impact surface water quality, which includes residential and recreation
activities and maintenance. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 158

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP
BRLAN J. JOHNEON

£, CLEMENT SHUTE, JA. ATTORNEYS AT LAW
MamE 1, WEIHBERSLR :::5;: a— 1’-;::5
HARC B. MIHALY, P.GC. MARLEMA 3. ATRNE

Fleap M. LAYTOMN SQE-HAYES STREET SOIHH A, HISEEY
RACHEL D, MOOPER MAT'I'HEW 0. ?Fzm
ELLEM J, ﬂ-‘_'\rﬂBEgH SaM FRANCISCO, CALIFORMIA 94|02
SAVARA 3 q’m'qmn TELEFHOHE (4 | 5] 8827272 LAUREL L. [MPETF, Alce
L N vLan FACSIMILE (4151 55 2-58 18 : UMBAH FLARMERS
HaAH T, FREMSH

SUGAMUAN T. FRE WAW , SMWLAW, COM ELIZABLTH 1. DOOD
ACECAT 5. :um.m.n'r:ﬁ . oF cousarL
oA L. AfM ﬁ'l.lgllﬁ-t ]6, E'UDZ

Via Facsimile and Federal Express

Lori Lawrence

Environmental Review Technician

Flacer County Planning Department

11414 B Avenue
Aubum, CA 95603

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Martds Valley
Community Plan

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

On behalf of SierraWatch, Mountain Area Preservation Foundation
(*MAPF") and Home Owners Engaged in Local Planning - Northstar (“HELF -
Northstar), we have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR")
prepared for the Martis Valley Community Plan (“MVCP” or “Project”). SierraWatch is
a Califomia-based non-profit organization formed to assist Sierra-based groups with
education and information so that they can participate effectively in local planning
processes. HELP - Northstar is based in the Martis Valley and represents local
homeowners alarmed at the possibility that without swift action the sensitive habitats and
scenic vistas of the Martis Valley may be unnccessarily lost to poorly planned
development. MAPF is a Truckee-based group of residents and business owners formed
in 1987 to protect valuable open space resources of the Town of Truckee, to protect
viewsheds in and around Truckee, and to preserve the unique, small town character of the
Town. All three groups are committed to working constructively with the County and
other affected jurisdictions to ensure that development in eastern Placer County does not
impair the regional environment or the rural charactcr of the Sicrra Nevada,

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Lori Lawrence
August 16, 2002
Pape 2

We submit this letter to state our position that the MVCP violates
provisions of state planning and zoning law and that thz DEIR. does not comply with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Public Resources
Code Section 21000 ef seq., and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations,
title 14, Section 15000 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines™). This letter was prepared with the | '°0 '
assistance of a professional planner, Terrell Wart, and biologist, Michael D. White. The
curriculim vitae for each professional is attached hereto, See Exhibit 1 (Terrell Watt)
and Exhibit 2 (Michael D. White).

_ In order to provide for orderly development of communities and ensure
consistency of land use approvals with central planning principles, state planning law
provides for a hierarchy of land use regulations and plans. At the top of the hierarchy is
the general plan, which provides policies to guide regional and site-specific land use
plans or decisions, The Placer County General Plan contains the central planning policies
adopted by the County, and those policies are meant to guide the development of the
more detailed community plans for specific regions in the County, The proposed MVCP
cffectively disregards the policies of the Placer County General Plan in setting forth land
use designations for the Martis Valley and in this way violates the core of California land

use planning law.

The land use designations in the MVCP are plainly inconsistent with the
planning policies in the Placer County General Plan, which call for concentration of
development in existing communities and which provide for the protection of natural
resources and the environment of the Martis Valley. The MVCP allows for residential
and commercial development far from existing development, in what are largely forested
areas, and even creates new “islands™ of development. It is not sufficient for the MVCP
to give lip service to the in-fill and resource protection polices in the Placer County
General Plan by simply repeating similar policies within the MVCP. The Placer County
General Plan policies must be given effect in the MVCP where specific land use
designations and allowable densities are drawn on the map. We provide a discussion of
the MVCP’s inconsistencies with the Placer County General Plan in order to provide
context for the deficiencies in the environmental analysis in the DEIR and in order to
assist the County in identifying alternatives to the proposed MVCP that should be

analyzed in the DEIR.

We also discuss inconsistencies within the MVCP in order to identify
inadequacies in the project description in the DEIR. The MVCP contains inconsistent and
incomplete information concerning the amount of residential and commercial
development allowed under the plan, and the DEIR is similarly flawed. The DEIR also

158-2

158-3

158-4
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omits information regarding other components of the Project and makes assumptions
about residency and population that further understate the full amount of development
allowed under the MVCP. One example of how the DEIR fails to analyze the amount of | gg4
development allowed under the MVCF concerns the allowable number of dwelling units. | Cont'd
Although the MVCP allows for development of approximately 20,467 dwelling units, the
DEIR effectively analyzes the environmental impacts of only 9,220 and in some cases
only 1,844 new homes.

The DEIR is also deficient because it fails to describe adeguately the
project setting; fails to analyze adequately the Project’s impacts on the environment,
including growth-inducing and cumulative impacts; improperly defers identification of 158-5
mitigation measures; fails to identify feasible mitigation measures; and fails to analyze a
reasonable range of alternatives to the Project. Together, these defects in the DEIR
undermine any effort at informed planning or decision-making as well as environmental
review of the Project. :

SieraWatch, MAPF, and HELP - Northstar, request that the County revise |
the land use designations for the MVCP such that the designations reflect and implement g
the policies of the Placer County General Plan, The groups further request that the
County prepare and recirculate a DEIR for the revised MVCP that fully complies with

CEQA.
I.  THE MVCP DOES NOT COMPLY WITH STATE PLANNING AND
ZONING LAW. -

The MVCP violates provisions of state planning and zoning law requiring
consistency among and within land use planning documents. The following summary of

deficiencies in the MVCP is not exhaustive, but is meant to provide context for 158-7
inadequacies in the DEIR and to identify altemative land use designations that should be
analyzed in a revised DEIR.
A.  The MVCP Is Inconsistent with the Placer County General Plan. _
158-8

All land usc approvals, including community plans must be consistent with
the governing general plan, which is the “constituion” for all future development. See

! SjerraWatch, MAFF, and HELP - Northstar reserve the right 1o comment on
additional legal deficiencies of the MVCP as the planning process goes forward.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Lesher Communications, Inc. v. City af Walnur Creek, 52 Cal.3d 531 (1990); Citizens af
Goleta Valley v. Bd of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553 (1990). A land use approval is
inconsistent with a governing general plan, even in the absence of a “direct” conflict, if it
is incompatible with stated goals and policies of the general plan. See Napa Citizens for
Honest Gov't v. County of Napa, 91 Cal App.4th 342 (2001).

The MVCP is inconsistent with the Placer County General Plan because it
frustrates numerous policies of the general plan which require concentration of
development in existing communities and which promote the protection and restoration of
natural resources within the County. For example, the land use designations in the
MVCP are inconsistent with the following policies of the Placer County General Plan:

1.A.3. The County shall distinguish among urban, suburban, and rural
areas to identify where development will be accommodated and where
public infrastructure and services will be pravided. This pattern shall
promote the maintehance of separate and distinet communiifes.

The MVCP would transform rural areas of the Martis Valley to suburban
use and blur the lines between the between the communities of Truckee and the Marhis
Valley and between the Marfis Valley and communities on the north shore of Lake

Tahoe.

1.B.1 The Cownty shall promote the concentrarion of new residential
development in higher-density residential areas located along major
rransportation corridors and transif rotites.

The MVCP would allow for residential and commercial development away
from high-density areas, spread people and development throughout the Martis Valley,
and require the construction or expansion of arterials and local roads.

I:M. 1 The Couny shall concentrate most new growih within existing
communities emphasizing infill development, infensified use of existing
development, and expanded services, so individual communities become
more complete, diverse, and balanced

The MVCP would allow for development throughout the Martis Valley and
does not concentrate growth within existing communities or provide for development of
complete, diverse, and balanced communities. As discussed below, the MVCP actually
exacerbates one of the most serious imbalances facing the Martis Valley— the jobs-

08026

1588
Cont'd
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i 158-8
housing imbalance. Cont'd

Policy 6.B.3. The County shall discourage direct runoff of pollutanis and
siltation inta weiland areas from outfalls serving nearby urban
development. Development shall be designed in such a manner that
pollutants and siltation will not significandy adversely affect the value or

function of weilands. ;

The proposed land use desipnations in the MVCP would result in degraded
water quality and wetlands in the planning area. The proposed land use designations
establish development zones within significant percentages of the sub-watersheds for i
Martis Creek, East Martis Creek, and Martis Creek Lake and their associzted wetland
hahitats. Urban land uses produce substantial loads of nutrients (nitrogen and
phosphorus), metals, oil and grease, and suspended sediments that are carried to
downstream waterbodies by runoff from impervious surfaces such as strects and roads,
and structures. Golf courses and landscaped parks also contribute significant pollutant
loads from applications of fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides. Many of these
chemicals are not casily removed from urban runoff and will be transported to
downstream wetlands and waterbodies in the Martis Valley,

Policy 6.C.1. The Counry shall identify and protect significant ecological
resource areas and other unique wildlife habitats critical fo protecting and
sustaining wildlife populations. Significant ecological resource areas
include: a) wetlands areas including vernal pools, b) siream environment
ranes, c) any habitat for rare, threatened or endangered animals or plants,
d) critical deer ranges (winter and summer), migratory routes, and fowning
habitat, e) large aveas of non-fragmented natural habitat, f) identifiable
wildlife movement zones, including but not limited to, non-fragmented
stream environment zones, avian and mammalian migratory routes, and
krown conceniration areas of waterfowl within the Pacific Flyway, and g}

important spawning areas for anadromous fish

158-10

The proposed land use designationg have the potential to completely alter
the biological character and functions of the ecosystems in the Martis Valley. The :
MVCP area supports or potentially supports all of the significant ecological resource
areas and unique wildlife habitat addressed by this policy. The locations and levels of
development proposed are inconsistent with the long-term protection of these resources.
Proposed development zones fragment large areas of intact forest, threaten wildlife
movement routes and deer fawning areas, and eliminate important watershed areas and
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encroach on intact stream and wetland environments in the Martis Valley,

Policy 6.C.2. The County shall require develapment in areas known fo
have particufar value for wildiife io be carefully planned and, where
passible, located sa that the reatonable value of the habital for wildlife is

matniained.

The proposed development zones in the MVCF are not appropriately
planned with respect to the maintenance of wildlife value. Development zones are i
located in unfragmented habitat and sensitive watershed areas and encroach on wetland | .
and stream systems. Careful planning dictates that development within these high value
habitat areas be avoided and concentrated instead in areas with less habitat value.

Palicy 6.C.6. The County shall support preservation of habitals of rare,
threatened, endangered, andior other special status species. Federal and
state agencies, as well as other conservation organizations, sfall be

encouraged to acquire and manage endangered species habitats.

The development allowed by the MVCP would diminish habitat value for
special status species. Several special status species occur or may oceur in the MVCP
area. The proposed development would preclude the use of Martis Valley as a recovery
ares for the Lahontan cutthroat frout, diminish habitat value for special status species, and
discourage conservation activitics by federal and state dgencies and conservation

i N,
. Policy 6.C.7. The County shall support the maimenance of suitable

habitats for all indigenoiis species of wildlife, without preference to game
or non-game species, through maintenance of habitat diversity.

The proposed land use designations will significantly alter the character and
finctions of several natural habitat types in the MVCP area, therchy dmm:.shmg their
long-term value to wildlife.

Policy 6.C.8. The County shall support preservation or veestablishment of
[fisheries in the rivers and sireams within the county, whenever passible.

The presence of large-scale residential development and golf courses WL
adjacent to the Martis Valley Creek system would eliminate the opportunity to restore
vital spawning and rearing habitat for the endangered Lahontan cutthroat trout in the
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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stream system.

Palicy 6.C.i3. The County shall support and cooperate with efforts of
other local, state, and federal agencies and private entitles engaged In the
preservation and protection of significant biological resources from
incompatible land uses and development. Significant biological resources
include endangered, threatened or rare species and their habiiars, wetland
habiiaus, wildlife migration corridors, and locally-imporiant

species/communities.

15812

The proposed land use designations would result in significant degradation
of the biological value of the area, resulting in diminished potential for meaningful
conservation actions and increasing the complexity of resource management. Several
governmenital and non-governmental organizations are actively engaged in conservation
and management of biological resources in the MVCP area, and the MVCF would
substantially impair their ability to achicve important conservation objectives.

Folicy 6.C. 14. The County shall support the management efforts of the
California Department of Fish and Game to maintain and enhance the
productivity of important fish and game species (such as the Blue Canyan
and Loyalton Truckee deer herds) by protecting identified critical habitat
for these species from incompatible suburban rural residential, or
recreational development. }

The land use designations proposed in the MVCP would significantly alter
the habitats of important fish and game species. The proposed land use designations
would result in significant degradation of movement comidors and fawning areas of the

- Loyalton Truckee deer herd. In addition, Martis Lake currently has a Wild Trout
designation, and the Martis Creek system supports productive trout populations.

Policy 6.D.6. The County shall ensure the conservation of sufficiently
large, contimious expanses of native vegetation to provide suitable habitat
for mairiaining abundant and diverse wildlife.

15813

The proposed land use designations would result in substantial loss and
fragmentation of native vegetation communities in the planning area. The DEIR
acknowledges that these vegetation communitics have the potential to support a diversity
of wildlife species, including several special status species.
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Policy 6.0.7. The County shall support the management of wetland and
riparian plant communities for passive recreation, groundwater recharge,
nuirient catchment, and wildiife habitats, Such communities shall be
restored or expanded, where possible.
The proposed land usc designations would result in the loss and degradation 16314
of wetland and riparian vegetation communities in the Martis Creck watcrshed. The
proposed land use designations would result in loss of upland buffer areas in the
watershed, consumption rather than recharge of groundwater resources, and increased
loading of nutrients from urban and recreational development. Development of additional
golf ourses in the planning arca will also result in drawdown of groundwater resources
for irrigation and fertilizer applications.
Policy 6.D.8. The County shall require that new development preserve
natural weodlands fo the maximum extent possible.
The proposed land use designations would result in substantial loss and
fragmentation of intact woodlands in the planning arca.
Policy 6.D.9. The County shall require that development on hillsides be 15816
limited to matntain natural vegetation, especially forests and open
grasslands, and conirol erosion
The proposed land use designations would allow new development in
hillside arcas that currently support unfragmented forest habitats. This development will
increase erosion of sediments into the Martis Creek system.
Policy 6.E.1. The County shall support the preservation and enhancement
of natural land  forms, natural vegetation, and natural resources as open
space to the maximum extent feasible. The County shall permanently
protect, as open space, areas of natural resource value, including wetlands
preserves, riparian corridors, woodlands, and floodplains.
The proposed land use designations would allow development in
unfragmented forest and along tributarics of the Martis Creek system and associated
wetlands and floodplains. ' '
Palicy 6.E.2. The County shall require that new development be designed
aned constructed fo preserve the following types of areas and features as
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003

3.0-820



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

081602 1740 = SHUTE , HTHALY @ororezs

Lori Lawrence
August 16, 2002
Page @

apen space fo the maximum extent feasible: a) High evosion hazard areas;
b) Scenic and trail corridors; c) Sireams, streamside vegeiation; d)
Weilands; e} Other significant stands of vegeiation; f} Wildlife corridors;
and g) Any areas of special ecological significance.

The proposed land use designations are not designed to preserve the namral
resources listed in the County policy but in fact will result in their loss, fragmentation, 158-15
and long-term degradation. The majority of development allowed under the proposed Cont'd
land use designations would be lecated adjacent to the Martis Creek system, associated
wetlands, and forest buffers in the watershed. ) )

Policy 6.E.3. The County shall support the maintenance of open space and
nartural resources that are interconnected and of sufficient size to protect
hiodiversity, accommodaie wildlife movement, and sustain ecogystems,

The DEIR. acknowledges that the proposed land use designations would
produce cumulatively significant habitat fragmentation and loss of major wildlife
movement corridors. This is inconsistent with the County’s General Plan.

The policies of the Placer County General Plan requiring concentration of
growth around existing communitics and development of balanced communities must be
used to guide the land use designations in the County’s community plans, such as the -
MVCP, because such plans provide the County with the most significant opportunity to | 125 46
implement large-scale and holistic planning policies. The County must take the policics
of the Placer County General Plan to heart when developing land use designations for the

MVCP and develop a land use map that provides for concentrated growth and
discourapes sprawl. The resource protection policies of the Placer County General Plan

st be seriously applied to land use planning within the Martis Valley because the
Martis Valley encompasses several of the most important habitat, wildlife, and wetland

resources within the County.

Although the MVCP asserts that its land use map is consistent with the
Placer County General Plan and that, in any event, policies of the Placer County General
Plan shall “contrel™ in the event of conflict between the plans (see MVCP at 10-11), these
assertions are legally and practically inadequate to resolve the profound imconsistences 15817
between the MVCP and the policies of the Placer County General Plan. See Napa
Citizens for Honest Gov't v. County of Napa, 91 Cal. App.4th 342 (2001). The MVCP
must be revized in order fo resolve these inconsistencies. An alternative plan that is
consistent with the policies of the Placer County General Plan should be prepared and

Placer County
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revised DEIR for such a plan should be circulated to the public. Cont'd

B. The MVCP Is Unclear and Inconsistent.

Apart from the requirement that the MVCP be consistent with the Placer
County General Plan, the MVCP must also be clear and intemally consistent in order to
be effective as a planning document or enforceable with respect to limiting development.
The land use designations in the MVCP are inconsistent with policies of the MVCP
requiring in-fill development and providing for the preservation of natural resources in
the Martis Valley. For the reasons discussed above, the land use designations in the
MVCP are inconsistent with goals and policies of the MVCP which parallel the above-
listed policies of the Placer County General Plan. See MVCP Goal 9.D (To protect and
enhance the natural qualities of Martis Valley’s creeks and groundwater); MVCF Goal
9.E (To preserve and protect the valuable vegetation resources of Martis Valley); MVCP
Policy 9.F.1 (To encourage landowners and developers to manage the integrity of
existing terrain and natural vegetation); MVCP Goal 9.F (To protect wetland
communities and related riparian areas throughout Martis Valley as valuable resources);
MVCP Policy 1.A.1 (The County will promote the efficient use of land and natural
resources and will encourage "in-fill" development).

The MVCP also contains inconsistent and incomplete information
conceming the amount of development allowed. The MVCP contains inconsistent
information regarding the amount of residential development allowed under the plan.

The “holding capacity” (or the total number of dwelling units allowed) under the plan is
equal to the maximum permitted density (mumbers of units per acre) for each land use
designation times the number of acres within each designation. See MVCP at 30
(defining calculation of holding capacity). The actual holding capacity, which is 20,467
dwelling units, is not provided in the MVCP, but it is provided in the DEIR. Sec DEIR
Table 3.0-2 at p, 3.0-20. The MVCP lists only an “adjusted” holding capacity of 9,220 or
9. 420 units. See MVCP at 29, 30. The MVCP states that the actual or “theoretical”
holding capacity has been “reduced” to reflect “the fact that due to market or
environmental or other constraints, property rarely develops at the maximum theoretical
deasity afforded by the applicable land use designation.” MVCP at 30. The MVCP does
not, however, provide any specific policies that would implement the reduced holding
capacity (9,220 or 9,420), and the MVCP’s intent to assert the reduced holding capacity
ac an enforceable standard is unclear. Furthermore, the Land Use Diagram and the
descriptions of development in the MVCP provide for 20,467 units. See MVCP at 25-20,

Figure 1.

158-18

168-18
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With respect to commercial development, the MVCP provides the number
of acres allowed for each type of commercial development, but fails to provide for any 158-19
limit on commercial building height and lot coverage. Thus, the total number of the Cont'd
commercial square feet allowed under the MVCP is unclear, as is the permissibility of
high-risc commereial development under the MVCF.

The MVCP fails to provide standards and eriteria by which development
under the plan would proceed as required by state law. The inconsistent and incomplete
information in the MVCP concerning the amount of development allowed creates the
potential for inconsistency between the Land Use and Circulation Elements of the
MVCP. The inconsistcnt praject deseription in the MVCP also undermines the
emvironmental review of the Project as discussed below.

II. THE DEIR DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

A The Project Description Is Incomplete, Inaccurate, and Inconsistent.

15820

CEQA's most fundamental requirement is that an EIR contain an accurate,
cpmp]n:tc project deseription. See County of Inye v. City af Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App.3d
185 (1977); see also CEQA Guidelines § 15124. Without a complete project description,
1n agency and the public cannot be assured that all of a project’s environmental impacts

have been revealed and mitigated.

The DEIR. is flawed from the outset becanse it rests on an inaccurate,
incomplete, and inconsistent description of the Project. The DEIR fails to analyze the
environmental impacts of the full amount of development sllowed under the MVCP.
Instead, the DEIR assumes various reductions in development allowed under the MVCP
and analyzes the mmpacts of only a hypothetical smaller project. The DEIR. disregards the
potential impacts associated with the development intensities authorized by the MVCP.
Moreover, the DEIR does not consistently apply its assumptions regarding development
allowed under the MYCP; thus, the project deseription is not even consistent thronghout
the DETR. These problems with the project description so undermine the analysis in the
DEIR. that a revised DEIR. must be prepared and circulated for public comment.

168-24
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1. The Project Description Is Incomplete and Understates the

Amount of Development Allowed under the MVCP.

CEQA requires an agency to analyze the environmental impacts of the
complete project, defined as the “whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting
in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect
physical change in the environment.” CEQA Guidelines § 15378(a). An agency may not s
narrow the project description in such a way that minimizes the project’s impacts and -
prevents full disclosure and public review. Courts have routinely found inadequate EIRs
that narrow the project description or analyze a smaller project than the one actually
proposed. Ses e.g., Rural Land Owners Ass'nv. City Council of Lodi, 143 Cal App.3d
1013 (1983) (finding inadequate an EIR for a general plan amendment that failed to
describe or analyze the full amount of development that would follow annexation of land -

to the City).

. Instcad of analyzing the environmental impacts of the full amount of
development allowed under the MVCP, the DEIR in many instances analyzes the impacts
of less than onc tenth of the residential development and approximately one fifth of the
commercial development allowed under the-Project. Additional assumptions in the DEIR
further understate the environmental impacts of the Project. This approach violates

CEQA.
a Lnde identi ent

The amount of residential development, measured as the momber of
dwelling units, is one of several components of the project description that quantifies the
population-related impacts of the Project on-the environment. The DEIR’s
understatement of the number of dwelling units provided for in the MVCP results in a
substantial understatement of the Project’s impacts on the environment. {23

Although the MVCP would allow development of approximately 20,467
- dwelling units, the DEIR analyzes the environmental impacts of a project that would
allow development of only 9,220 dwelling units — less then half the number actually
allowed. See DEIR at 3.0-20. (The DEIR. makes additional assumptions that effectively
reduce residential impacts even further - to approximately 1,844 units. See text below.)
The DEIR, assumes that the full bulldout of 20,467 dwelling units will not occur, but the

Placer County
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MVCP lacks policies or provisions to justify these assumptions.* The 9,220-unit
calculation, referred to as the “adjusted holding capacity,” is based on the following

unsupported assumptions:

First, the DEIR assumes that 20 percent of the dwelling units allowed under
the MVCP would not be built, See DEIR, Table 3.0-2. The 20 percent
reduction is based on an estimate that 20 percent of the acreage in the plan
area, across all land use types, would be developed with roads and 158-23
infrastructure instead of dwelling units. Even if the unsupported estimate of | Cont'd
acreage for roads and infrastructure was shown to be reasonable, the
assumption that fewer dwelling units would result is not valid because there
is no provision of the MVCP that prevents a developer from ealeulating the
allowable number of divelling units on his or her property based on the total
acreage of the property even if a portion of that acreage is devoted to roads
and infrastructure. This assumed 20 percent reduction in the number of
dwelling units results in a substantial understatement of the amount of
residential development allowed under the MVCP and a comresponding
understatement of the Project's environmental impacts.

-

. Second, the DEIR assumes that exdsting and proposed projects will not be
altered or amended in a way that increases the number of dwelling units
over the number now existing or proposéd, even if the number now existing
or proposed is well below the maximum allowed under the MVCP. See
DEIR, Table 3.0-2 n,2. This assumption is alse flawed because the MVCP
does not appear to contain any provision that caps the number of allowable
dwelling units per ownership at currently existing or proposed numbers,
Additionally, it is not clear that projects actually have been proposed, as the
DEIR indicates, for the Siller Banch, Martis Ranch; and Waddle Ranch
properties, and it appears that unit counts for these properties are .
underestimated. See id. For example, for the Siller Ranch property, the
DEIR lists the “proposed unit count™ as 1,000 wnits, but more than half of
the 2,328-acre property is designated rural residential and low density
residential under the MVCP. Even assuming the abeve-deseribed 20
percent reduction for infrastructure, the residential lands on this property

! Moreover, even if the MVCP were to contain policies that modified the
allowable development densities or land use designations, such policies would have to be
clearly drafted to avoid internal inconsistencies in the MVCP.
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would have to be developed at the lowest density to result in a total of only
1,000 dwelling units for the whole property.

. Third, the DEIFR. assumes that areas designated low and medium density
residential would be developed at well below the maximum permitted under
the MVCP. For low density residential, the DEIR assumes 3 dwelling units
per acre (“du/ac™) whereas the allowable density is 1-5 duw/ac, and for
medium density residential, the DEIR assumes 6 duw'ac whereas the 158-23
allowable density is 5-10 dw/ac. See DEIR, Table 3.0-2. There is no Contd
provision of the MVCP that prevents low and medium density residential
land from being developed at densities at the high end of the allowable
ranges set forth in the MVCP. The DEIR provides no support for the low
densities of development assumed in the project description.

Together these assumptions result in an adjusted holding capacity (9,220
units) that is 55 percent lower than the actual holding capacity (20,467 units) allowed
under the MVCP and result in a substantial understatement of the environmental impacts
of the Project. By itself, this narrowing of the project description is problematic, but it is
made even more severe by other deficiencies in the project description described below,

In describing population-related impacts on the environment, the DEIR also
makes assumptions about the percentage of ocenpancy of dwelling units (the percentage
of units that are full-time versus part-fime occupicd) and houschold size (the number of
persons per dwelling unit) which are too low and result in an understatement of the
Project’s impacts on the environment. The end result of these assumptions is that instead | 158-24
of analyzing the impacts of the 20,467 dwelling units allowed under the MVCF, the
DEIR. in many cases analyzes the impacts of only 1,844 dwelling units - less than cne
tenth the number allowed. Many of the DEIR’s analyses of impacts rely en these faulty
asspmptions concerning occupancy rates and household size and thus are flawed. See
e.g, DEIR. at 4.4-33, 4.4-34 (estimation of trip rates in the transportation/circulation
system); id, at 4.11-21 (estimation of necds for law enforcement moes). id at4.11-87
{estimation of demand for parks and recreation).

The DEIR assumes a percentage of occupancy that is lower than the
percentage measured in the 2000 Census. Whereas the 2000 Census found occupancy ——
rates of berween 28.8 and 39.8 percent in the Martis Valley and 52.8 percent in the Town
of Truckee (ree DEIR Table 4,2-7), the DEIR assumes that only 20 percent of the
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" dwelling units in the Martis Valley will be permanently occupied. See DEIR at 4.0-2, -
4.2-16.7 Thus, the DEIR frequently analyzes the environmental impacts of only 1,844 Cont'd
dwelling units (20% of 9,220) even though the MVCP allows for development of 20,467

umits.

) Far from supporting the DEIR"s assumption of a lower occupancy
percentage than measured in the 2000 Census, trends in resort-area real estate indicate
that full-time occupancy is on the rise due to an increase m the prevalence of fractional
ownerships. See Exhibits 3, 4, §, 6 (Marketing materials for fractional ownership
properties in the Martis Valley and Lake Tahoe area). Under a fractional ownership
arrangement, homeowners receive an ownership interest in property for certain weeks or
maonths of the year, and fractional ownership interests covering the full year are sold for a
subject property, Homes under fractional ownership are more likely to be occupied full-
time than second/vacation homes under single ownership. New resort development in the
Martis Valley will likely be characterized more by fractional ownership than single
ownership, and existing resort development in the Martis Valley may be comverted to
fractional ownership. Full-time occupancy is likely to increase in the Martis Valley.

158-26

The DEIR"s low occupancy percentage assumption also fails to consider
other wends leading to more full-ime occupancy rates, including the marketing of the
Martis Valley as a year-round destination resort, development of conference facilities
attracting visitors year-round (including during off-peak seasons), and a potential increase
in permanent residency due to the Martis Valley's proximity to the Auburmn and Reno
employment corridors. See Exhibits 4, 7, 8, 9 (Marketing of Martis Valley and Lake
Tahoe as year-round resort and plans for conference and other year-round facilities). The
low occupancy assumption results in an underestimation of the Project’s impacts on
traffic, air quality, and demand for public services, among others.

Finally, the DEIR.’s assumption regarding household size is also too low
and results in an underestimation of the Project’s impacts. The DEIR. uses information
from the Census, which is conducted in April, to calculate an average household size of
2.63 persons. See DEIR at page 4.2-5. April is between the peak winter and summer
seasons, when the number of persons in vacation households is likely to be much higher,
The DEIR’s household size assumption fails to capture the large household sizes

* The DEIR assumes 20 percent amnpmwi.r of dwelling units fnrm;ustafixs
analyses, but occasionally, it waffles on this assumption and assumcs full occupancy of

the “adjusted” number of units (9,220),
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characteristic of the Martis Valley during much of the year. Cont'd

e Understatement of commercial development

The DEIR understates the amount of commercial development allowed
under the MVCP even more severely than'it understates the amount of residential
development allowed under the MVCP. Allowable commercial development is
understated by over 400 percent.

The amount of commercial space allowed under the MVCP is & function of
the amount of acreage that may be developed as commercial space as well as floor to area
ratios (“FARs™ or other measures of commercial building height. The MVCF sets forth
the acreage for commercial land use designations but not FARs or other measures of

commercial building height and lot coverage (or allowable numbers of stories). Applying
the FARs in the Placer County General Plan (which are as high as 2.0) to the commercial
land use designations in the MVCP results in 5.6 million square feet of allowable
commercial development under the MVCP (or 4.5 million square feet if one assumes a 20
percent reduction for roads and infrastructure). See Table 1.

Table 1. Commercial square footapge.
Acres | FAR :
(1) (2) | sq ftfacre | Total sq. fi.

General Commercial 9| 20 43560 3,397,680
Resort Commercial 9 osg 43560 1,707,552
Professional Office 6| 20 43560 522,720
Public/Quasi Public 31| 23) 7] 9
Total 5,627,952

Total (less 20% reduction for infrastructure) 4,502,362
(1) DEIR Table 3.0-2 at page 3.0-20 -

(2) Placer County General Plan Table I-2 at page 17
{3) Mo number available in Placer County General Plan Table I-2 at page 17

The DEIR arbitrarily assumes a FAR of 0.25 for all commercial land use designations and
arrives at a “adjusted” commercial square footage allowed under the MVCF of

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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approximately 1.1 million square. feet (including the 20 percent reduction in for roads and
infrastructure).’ See DEIR Table 3.0-2; DEIR at 3.0-20, 4.4-31; see alro Table 2.

Table 2. Adjusted commercial square footage,

Acres | FAR
[§)] (2) sq. ftiacre | Total sq. .

General Commercial 39| 0.25 43560 424,710
Resort Commercial 49| 0325 43560 533,610
Professional Office 6| 025 43560 65,340
Public/Quasi Public 31| 025 43560 337,590
Total 1,361,250
Total (less 20% reduction for infrastructure) 1,089,000

(1) See DEIR Table 3.0-2 at page 3.0-20.
(2) See DEIR at page 4.4-31.

The DEIR provides no explanation for assuming a 0,25 FAR. for all
commercial land use designations, and hence for assuming fewer square feet of
commercial development than is plainly allowed under the MVCP if one applics FARs
from the Placer County General Plan, The DEIR's understatement of commercial
development allowed under the MVCP results in an underestimate of the Project’s
impacts on the covironment, incloding teaffis impacts, air quality impacts, and
population-related impacts due to employment.

* The DEIR. states that 1,190,000 squarc feet of commercial development is
allowed under the MVCP. See DEIR at 4.4-31. However, the formula for the calculation
provided in the DEIR results in a total of 1,089,000 square feet of commercial
development. See Table 2. The reason for this discrepancy is not clear. The DEIR uses
a still different figure (1,169,586 square feef) for commercial square footage in estimating
employment that will be generated by the MVCP. See DEIR Table 4,2-12, This figure
may result from subtracting existing commercial space from the 1,190,000 figure, though
the DEIR. does not provide this or any other explanation:

SHITE, MTHALY RBolss028
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2, The Project Description Lacks Essential Information.
158-28
In addition to the inaccuracies and understatements discussed above, the |
project description omits information about the Project that is critical to an adequm:
analysis of project-rclated and cumulative impacts.

Femarkably, the DEIR fails to quantify, describe, or assess the number of
day trips that would be associated with the buildout of the MVCP. The Martis Valley has
several recreational and other facilities that attract day-users to the area (see Exhubit 9),
and the MVCP makes way for new and expanded such facilities, including new
conference facilitics, expanded ski areas, and new recreational trails. The DEIR mmst
deseribe and analyze the impacts of day-users on the environment of the Martis Valley
because day-use facilities are a component of the Project. _ WoHecy

The County is in possession of detailed information regarding several
proposals for expansion of day-use facilities, having received applications for the Village-
at-Northstar and other projects. See DEIR at 4.0-7; see also Exhibit 9. Thus, the County
has sufficient information to prepare a relatively detailed estimate of the number of day-
users and day-trips associated with the Project. The DEIR must analyze the impacts that
day-users would have on the environment of the Martis Vallzy, meluding increased
traffic and increased demand for public services.

The MVCP also lacks any description of the impacts of construction
activities associated with-buildout of the MVCP. Given the fact that the MVICP provides
for a quadrupling in the number of dwelling units and additional commercial and other
development in the Martis Valley, a high level of ongoing construetion will be a fact of
life in the valley for years to come. The impacts of construction on residents and on the
environment in the region must be described and analyzed. As noted above, the County
has applications for several development projects before it and is in possession of 158-30
information regarding construction impacts associated with those projects. See DEIR at
4,0-7 (noting County’s receipt of applications for Eaglewood, Hopkins Ranch, Martis
Creek Estates, Village-at-Northstar, Coyote Run, Northstar-at-Tahoe Employes Housing, -
Morthstar-at=Tahoe Unit 7A, and Schaeffer’s Camp Restaurant). Residents of the Martis
Valley already experience significant traffic delays associated with the construction of the
new 267 Bypass, the Lahontan project, and the Big Springs development at Northstar.
Additional development will add to these existing constniction impacts and must be
discussed in the DEIR.
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The DEIR fails to describe adequately infrastrocture impmw.mts needed o
to support the development allowed under the MVCP. Such infrastructure i |mprov:rn:nu
are discussed in Section [LC below,

3 The Project Description Is Not Consistent throughout the DEIR.

' The environmental analysis for the MVCP is firther undermined by
inconsistencies in the project description throughout the DEIR. CEQA requires a
consistent and stable project description in order to ensure that an EIR serves as a vehicle
for intelligent decision-making and informed public participation. See County of fnyo v.
City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App.3d 185, 197 (1977).

The shifting project description in the DEIR. is the direct result of the
DEIR's failure to own up to the full impacts of the buildout allowed under the MVCF.
The DEIR. docs not evén consistently apply its “adjusted” calealations of residential
development. For example, in its analysis of air quality impacts, the DEIR assumes 7,905
dwelling units instead of 9,220 units (again, the MVCP appears to allow 20,467 units)
and commercial space of 1,173,000 square feet instead of 1,190,000 square feet (again,
the MVCP appears to allow for approximately 5,627,952 square feet). See DEIR,
Appendix 4.6 (assumptions for air quality analysis). These assumptions result in a further
minimization of the project’s impacts on air quality. CEQA prohibits shifting project
descriptions that minimize a project’s actual impacts on the environment. See City of
Santee v. County of San Dicgo, 214 Cal App.3d 1438, 1450 (1989).

158-32

For the fmtghi.n,g reasons, the DEIR’s project description is inaccurate,
incomplete, and unstable. These defects undercut the majority of the analysis in the
DEIR. because the dramatic understatement of the amount of development allowed under
the MVCP leads to a substantial understatement of the environmental impacts of the
Project. CEQA requires a complete project description in order to ensure that all of a
project’s environmental impacts are revealed and mitigated. See id The DEIR fails to

meet this fundamental requirement of CEQA.
B.  The Description of the Project Setting Is Not Adequate.

The DEIR fails to provide an adequate description of the setting for the

. Project. CEQA requikes a description of the physical environment in the vicinity of a 158-33
proposed project becanse such a description is necessary to provide the baseline against

which to measurc a project’s environmental impacts. See CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a).
An FIR's description of the project setting must include a large enough peographic area
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such that the full environmental context of a project is considered. See CEQA Gudelines
§ 15125¢c).

Significantly, the description of project setting must include both the local
and regional sctting. See CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a), With respect to the regional
setting, special emphasis must be given to environmental resources that are rare or unique
to the region and would be affected by the project. See CEQA Guideline § 15125(c). 158-32
CEQA singles out the Lake Tahoe Basin as one of resources in the State which rmst Gont'd
receive special attention, and directs ageucies to consider the consistency of proposed
projects with regional plans for the protection ﬂfr.h: Lake Tahoe Basin. See CEQA

Guidelines § 15125(d).

Diespite this clear mandate, the DEIR fails to consider the consistency of
development allowed for under the MVCP with plans for the protection of the Lake
Tahoe Basin. The DEIR's description of the project sctting scarcely mentions the
proximity of the Project to the Lake Tahoe Basin (s DEIR at 3.0-1), and the DEIR oaly
superficially considers the consistency of development allowed under the MVCP with the
Tshoe Regional Planning Agency’s environmental thresholds or regional plan.

Martis Valley and Lake Tahoe are closely linked, both geographically (see
DEIR, Figure 3.0-1 “Vicinity Map™), ecologically, and economically. The Lake is :
approximately five miles from the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort within the Martis Valley,
and the Lake is a destination for mamy visitors to the Martis Valley. Resorts in the Martis
Valley and Truckee advertise their proximity to Lake Tahoe, and visitors to the Martis
Valley frequently visit Lake Tahoe for recreational purposes. Recreational use of the 188-34
Tahoe Basin from visitors to the Martiz Valley wounld result in increased traffic,
particularly on Highway 267 over Brockway Sumtnit, increased demand for public
services and recreational facilities in the Tahoe Basin, and increased impacts on the
mmunmem of the Tahoe Basin, mcludmgwamrthwmmchh In addition,
impacts to biological and other natural resources in the Martis Valley could have
sipnificant indirect effects within the Lake Tahoe Basin. The DEIR. must specifically
address the consistency of the development allowed under the MVCP with plans for l‘hc

protection of the Lake Tahoe Basin.

The DEIR also fails to describe other important aspects of the project
setting, including existing biological resources and wildlife corridars, cxisting levels of
public services and resources (including water supply and water usage for snow-making),
the existing square footage of commercial development (including “temporary™ spaces,
such as large tents, that are proliferating at Northstar to accommodate ski rentals and

158-35
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other uses), the existing number of day-use trips associated with recreational anu:l other
facilities, and the amount (i.¢., shortfall) of affordable housing, T
; To the extent that the environmental s&tﬁng for the MVCP 15 discussed pa
separately for each category of environmental impact (e.g., biological resources, air
quality, ete) in the DEIR, we note additional deficiencies in the description of project
setting in the sections below.,

C.  The DEIR Fails to Analyze Adequately the Project’s Significant
Impacts on the Environment. '

The primary purpose of an EIR is w “inform the public and responsible
officials of the environmenial consequences of their decisions before they are made, ™
Laurel Heights Improvemert Ass 'n . Regents of the Univ. of Cal,, 6 Cal4th 1112, 1123
(1988). Accardingly, an EIR must contain facts and analysis regarding a proposed 165-38
project’s environmental impacts, not just an agency’s conclusions. See Citizers of Goleta
Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 2 Cal 3d 553, 568 (1990). Throughout the DEIR, the
County fails to support its conclusions regarding the environmental impacts of the MVCP
with appropriate analysis. This approach violates CEQA.

The level of analysis in the DEIR. fails to reflect the project-specific
information that is available for many of the development projects contemplated by the
land usc diagram in the MVCP. As noted above, several applications have been e
submitted for projects in the MVCP planning area (see DEIR. at 4.0-7), and the analysis
in the DEIR should reflect the detailed information available for those projects.

In addition to the problems with the project description, many of the
analyses in the DEIR fail to reveal the impacts of the Project on the environment because
the Project’s impacts are compared, not to actual existing conditions, but to conditions
that would have existed had the 1975 Martis Valley General Plan been fully built out.
See e.g, DEIR, Sections 4.1, 4.4, This approach fails to reveal the impacts of the Project
on the existing environment and violates CEQA.

158-38

1. Land Use

The DEIR fails to analyze adequately the consistency of the MVCP with
existing land use plans and zoning designations. A proper coordination of planning 158-39
efforis requires a careful analysis of the consistency of the proposed project with existing
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land use plans and zoning designations. The perfunctory analysis in the DEIR 158-30
undermines efforts at coordinated planning and informed decision-making and is not Cont'd
adequate under CEQA.

Although the DEIR compares the consistency of the land use designations
in the MVCP with the five general land use categories in the Placer County General Plan,
the DETR does not analyze the consistency of the MVCP land use designations with the
planning policies in the Placer County General Plan. See DEIR at 4.1-23 to 4.1-24. This
omission is significant. The Placer County General Plan consists largely of policies
meant tnlguide the more specific plans for development set forth in the County’'s : 15840
community plans, such as the MVCP. The DEIR’s failure to analyze the consistency of
the MVCP with policies in the Placer County General Plan is particularly problematic
given the serious inconsistencies between the MVCP land use designations and the
policies of the Placer County General Plan, as discussed above in Section LA. The
DEIR’s mere assertion, that the MVCP is consistent with Flacer County General Plan
policies (see DEIR at 4.1-23), is emoneous and cannot substitute for actnal analysis

_ Contrary to the requirements of state law, the MVCP fails to delincate the
location of lands designated as timber production zones (“TPZs™) within the plan area.
See Gov't Code § 65302(a) (requiring land usc elements to designate “in a land use 15841
category that provides for timber production, those parcels of real property zoned for
umh:ﬁ.m:l production™ pursuant to the Califomia Timberland Productivity Act of 1982).
A revised MVCP must include a figure showing the lands designated as TPZs within the

plan arca. ;

In addition, the DEIR fails to analyze adequately the impacts of the
proposed MVCF on TPZs in the plan area. In passing the Timber Productivity Act, the
le:gishuutmughtmdismumgcremuvai of forest lands from timber prodnction and to
discourage expansion of urban services into timberland. See Gov't Code § 51102 The
MVCP designates TPZ lands as “Forest”. lands and allows uses on “Forest” lands.
(including employee housing and ski and other recreational facilitics) that are not
consistent with uses allowed on TPZ lands under state law. See Gov't Code § 51104k) | "°°*2
(providing list of uses compatible with TPZs: (1) management for watershed; (2)
management for fish and wildlife habitat or hunting and fishing; (3) a use integrally
related to the growing, harvesting and processing of forest products; (4) the crection,
construction, alteration, or maintenance of utility services; (5) grazing; and (6) a
residence or other structure necessary for the management of land zoned as timberland
production). The DEIR fails to analyze the inconsistency between the uses allowed under
the MVCP and thosc allowed under state law for TPZs. The MVCP must specifically
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delineate TPZs within the plan arca, and a revised DEIR must analyze the consistency of | 158-42

the MVCP land use designations with legally designated compatible uses of TPZ lands, Cont'd
2. Population/Employment/Housing
The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the Project’s impacts on population,
housing, and employee housing or to support conclusions regarding these impacts. First,
the DEIR lacks basic information needed for the analysis, inchuding information
158-43

concerning the existing deficit of affordable and employce housing in the region; cxisting
locations of affordable and employee housing for employees working in the Martis
Valley; demand for non-employee housing; and trends in year-round occupancy for
residents of the Martis Valley. Second, the DEIR largely ascumes without analysis that
policies in the MVCP will be adequate to address impacts relating to population growth
and housing demand created by development under the MVCP.

In a circular analysis, the DEIR concludes that impacts related to population
growth under the MVCP are less than significant because the number of residents in the
Martis Valley will not reach the maximum provided under the MVCP. See DEIR at 4.2-
16, This analysis, which merely assumes that the maximum number of residents provided
for under the MVCP may not materialize, says nothing about whether resulting
population-related impacts on the environment, including “direct and indirect
environmental effects such as noise, community services, traffic, and air quality” will be Rk
less than significant. A meaningful discussion of population-related impacts on the o
environment would provide an analysis of environmental thresholds, which when'
exceeded would indicate significant population-related impacts on the environment (e.g.,
population growth that would require widening of Highway 267 to four lanes, require
expansion of public service facilities, or result in exceedance of air quality and water
quality standards)., Furthermore, other sections of the DEIR demonstrate that the MVCP
is likely to have significant population-related impacts:

. Impact 4.4.1: Project development would result in roadway and
intersection LOS standards to be exceeded.

. Impact 4.4.7: Cumulative development would result in intersection and
roadway LOS standards to be exceeded.

. Impact 4.5.1: Noise associated with construction activitics would result in
elevated noise levels that would be in excess of applicable noise standards,
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- Impact 4.5.5; Cumulative traffic impacts would contribute to elevated noise
levels that would be in' excess of applicable noiss standards,

158-44

= . Impact4.9.12: The Project would contribute to the loss of habitat, forage Cont'd

land, hahitat degradation, and other species impacts.

. List of significant unavoidable impacts ("SU Impacts™) on air quality,
regional azone, regional PM L0 emissions, and views due to the Project.
See SU Impacts 4.6.1, 4.6.3, 4.6.4, 4.6.5, 4.12.2, 4.12.5.

The shortage of affordable and employee hﬂu.;mg in the Martis Valley
m.dmcﬂy impacts numerous aspects of environmental quality in the region including
degradation of air quality due to employes/commuter traffic.  Although the DEIR
recognizes that there is a shortage of affordable and employee housing in the Martis
Valley, it fails to quantify the shortage or provide an adequate analysis of the
exacerbation of the shortage by development allowed under the MVICP. “The current
employment trend in Martis Valley is developments that require a seasonal, low paying
labor force and exclusive housing that they cannot afford. Developments within Martis
Walley will continue to contribute to the regional problem of affordable housing ™ DETR
at 4.2-12. “The lack of affordable housing has resulted in service workers finding 158-45
housing outside of the region (e. g, Reno, Sparks, Aubum and North Shore). However,
information regarding place of residence that comresponds to place of employment is not
readily available, so there is no quantification of the number of employees that reside
outside of the Plan area or cutside of Martis Valley.™ DEIR at 4.2-11.

Instead of analyzing the impact of the Project on the actual shortage of
affordable and employee housing in the Martis Valley, the DEIR summarizes the
requirements for new affordable units that a state-mandated plan (Regional Housing
Meeds Plan or “RHNP") would place on the County given the number of dwelling units
allowed under the MVCP. See DEIR at 4.2-17. Although this analivsis considers whether
the County will meet a particular regulatory requirement, it does not explain whether the
Project would have a significant impact on the shortage of affordable housing in the
Martis Valley and does not describe the additional adverse effects on the environment
associated with the shortage.

The DEIR concludes that the MVCP would result in housing impacts by
creating an “imbalance between employment and housing.” This impact is initially
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identified as a potentially significant impact but is purportedly reduced to less than
significant by implementation of MVCP policies and mitigation measures. See DEIR

" Impact 4.2.2, at 4.2-17. Policies and mitigation measures designed to mitigate this impact
fail to guarantee that these impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant leve]
because they do not apply to all projects in built in the Martis Valley and do not
adequately address demand for affordable housing.

For example, Policy 3. A 3, which requires that projects must either build 1868.45
affordable housing or pay an in-lieu fee, would not actually apply to projects Cont'd
contemplated by the MVCP becanse the mitigation is required only when a project
receives an increase in density. See DEIR at 4.2-24. Morcover, even if the policy
applied, the in-lieu fee option does not guarantee that affordable units will be constructed
in the Martis Valley where the low paying jobs will be generated. Similarly, MVCE
Policy 3.A.4 requires resort developments to provide only half of the employee housing
{or pay an in-licu fee) that will be generated by new projects. Again, the‘in-lieu fee
provides no certainty that employee housing units will be built in the Martis Valley where
they are needed. See DEIR. at 4.2-25. This is insufficient mitigation for the impacts of
resort development. Finally, it is not clear that Mitigation Measure 4.2-2, which would
require construction of 5 percent very-low and 5 percent low income housing as a
condition of approval on housing developments, would even apply to the proposed
Project since the DEIR indicates that is proposed only for alternatives "AA.” “AB,"” and
“AC". See DEIR. at 4.2-26. To the limited extent these policies and mitigation measures
would apply to the Project or to Martis Valley developments, they collectively fail to
guarantee that any affordable units would be built in the Martis Valley where the dcmand

for affordable employee housing will be generated.

The DEIR finds that there will be 4,750 jobs generated by the MVCP and
that the capacity of the MVCP to provide housing is only for 2,517 employees. See
DEIR at page 4.2-20, This imbalance of jobs to housing is significant, but in reality, the
imbalance is even greater. Because the DEIR grossly understates allowable commerecial
development and therefore new jobs generated by the Project, the actual imbalance is
likely to exceed that analyzed in the DEE® A revised analysis should include revised
estimates of job generation based on the total amount of commercial development
allowed under the MVCP and revised estimates of affordable housing unite that will

' Based on the employee generation rate provided in the DEIR and commercial
square footage allowed under the MYCP, over 12,800 jobs would be generated under the

MVCP.
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actually be built in the Martis Valley. Based on those revised figures, a revised analysis
should be completed of the lack of affordable housing and the jobs - housing imbalanee.

3. Human Health/Risk of Upset

The DEIR. fails to analyze adequately the risk to human health due to use of
toxic chemicals associated with the land uses proposed by the Project. Although the
DEIR mentions that hazardous materials are used to maintain golf courses (see DEIR at
4.3-2), the DEIR does not discoss other patential sources of hazardous materals due to
the Project. The DEIR relies on federal, state, and local standards for control of
harardous matenials without describing how these standards would be implemented or
how they would mitigate the Project’s potentially significant impacts,

4. Transportation and Circulation

The DEIR’s analysis of traffic and circulation impacts is inadequate
because it relies on an incomplete project description, fails to provide an adequate
description of existing traffic conditions, and fails to support its conclusions regarding the
Project’s traffic impacts with adequate analysis.

The DEIR’s analysis of traffic impacts is based on-a project description that
understates the amount of residential and commercial development allowed under the
MVCP. See DEIR at 4.4-30 to 4.4-31. Additionally, the traffic analysis rests on low and
unsupported assumptions regarding occupancy percentage, See DEIR. at 4.4-33, The
estimation of trips generated by the Prnjcct also omits trips generated by some recreation
uses (e.g. ski facilities) and public or quasi-public uses, See Table 4.4-14. Finally, the
trip generation estimates do not include events, fowrnaments, conventions, and other uses
of the new resort facilities, ski facilities and conference centers that will attract day-users.
The County has detailed information on planned land uses, including conference facilities
and ski facilities on which to base these estimates of day trips, and these should be
included in the analysis. Although full buildout of the Town of Truckee General Plan is
included in the DEIR"s trip estimates, those buildout figures do not include major
projects, such as Old Greenwood and others, which are now approved or under review:,
See DEIR. at 4.4-36. Even with these significant omissions, the MVCP is anticipated to
generate traffic which will exceed established level of service standards at up to cight
intersections in the Town of Truckee, and three intersections and two roadway segments
in Placer County. Se¢ DEIR at 4.4-39. The traffic analysis must be revised to reflect the

full impacts of the Project.
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The DEIR fails to provide adequate information about the existing status of
key intersections in the Martis Valley. Anccdotal information indicates that the
intersection of Highway 267 and Northstar Dnve 15 already a major bottleneck dunng ski
season peak hours. The bottleneck creates unsafe conditions on Highway 267 and results
in a back-up of cars and buses, often resulting in significant delays. This existing
condition presents both a safety hazard and a potential capacity constraint that should be
considered in the DETR and in developing appropriate mitigation and alternatives to the
Project. Additionally, the DEIR provides insufficient information conceming current
reasons for traffic congestion, including incidents of aceidents, road elosures, and snow
conditions, all of which make the road capacity sitnation even more limited than
described. The DETR. must contain more complete information on the constraints to
roadway capacity and, in particalar, the lack of adequate capacity in the communities
along the north shore of Lake Tahoe.

The DEIR's stiudy area for the traffic analysis is too small. The analysis
should include at Jeast the area north shore of Lake Tahoe from Incline to Tahoma, the
Highway 89 corridor from Tahoe Vista to Truckee, and the Highway 30 corridor from 168-50
Aubum to Reno, These areas are both likely anractions for visitors to Martis Valley, as
well as likely areas for employees to reside if adequate housing is not provided as part of

the Project.

15849

The DEIR relies on baseline raffic data from Traffic Volumes on California
State Highways (Caltrans, 1990-2000). See DEIR at page 4.4-8. The DEIR should
clarify how the baseline traffic conditions accurately reflect the most current conditions
for peak periods. The existing traffic volumes were “estimated” for the thirtieth (30%)
highest winter and summer peak-hour conditions. See DEIR at 4.4-10, The 30* highest 158-51
conditions are not acceptable for analyzing expected traffic impacts. The DEIR must
analyze winter and summer peak-hour conditions that are likely to occur. For example, at
a peak hour during the winter season, how bad will traffic be? The DEIR must analyze
traffic conditions under reasonably expected scenarios.

The DEIR fails to analyze the significant impacts associated with necessary
- roadway widenings and new roads to serve the Project (e.g, Highway 267, Northstar

loop road, and other secondary roads). The Preliminary Draft Plan included both .
widening of Highway 267 and a connection of Schaeffer Mill Road to Northstar Drive. 1568-52
The current MVCP and the DEIR. provide for widening of Highway 267. See MVCP at
73-74; DEIR at 4.4-38, 4.4-39, The MVCP and DEIR are less definitive about other
roadway connections that could be developed within the Plan area, such as the connection
of Schaeffer Mill Road to Northstar Drive, While this conmection is now proposed as an
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emergency access only, there 15 no reason it could not be paved in the future.

The DEIR. must clearly identify the amount of new development that would
rigger widening of existing roads or addition of new roads and must also analyze the
impacts of such expansions. Tony Lashbrook, Director of Community Development for
the Town of Truckee, has been quoted in the Sierra Sun saying that: “Development
would have to be reduced 30% from the current plan to avoid “four-laning’ 267. Sierra
Sum Volume 134, No, 32, "Martis Talk Continues.” The impacts of roadway expansions
include growth inducement, fragmentation of habitat, disruption of wildlife corridors, and
construction impacts (e.g., additional traffic generated by construction vehicles and
temporary road closures and diversions to accommodate construction), among others.

The DEIR fails to analyze potentially significant parking impacts within
communities along the Northshore, This area will continue to be a major attraction and
parking is already limited at recreation and retail areas in the area. Summer visitors to
Martis Valley in particular are likely to visit the Northshore area as day users, which

0§/16/02 1T: 48 = i SHUTE , MTHALY @ﬂﬂl:ﬂﬂiﬂ

158-52
Cont'd

158-53

158-54

means they will increase demand for those parking facilities.
5. Moise

The noise analysis is based on the traffic estimates prepared in the DETR.
As explained above, the trip generafion estimates in the DEIR. are based on flawed
assumptions and are likely to be too low. Thus, the analysis of noise impacts is also
based on flawed assumptions and is likely to understate the Project’s impacts.

6. Air Quality

The DEIR s analysis of the Project’s mmpacts on air quality is based on even
lower assumptions about residential and commercial development than are contained in
other sections of the DEIR. See DEIR, Appendix 4.6, In the air quality analysis, the
DEIR uses an estimate of 7,905 dwelling units (as opposed to 9,220 units) without
explanation. Similarly, a different square footage of commercial development is assumed
(1,173,000 square feet as opposed to 1,190,000 square feet) without explanation. This
inconsistency in assumptions undcrmines the accuracy of the air quality analysis and the
consistency of the project description throughout the DEIR. Given the assumptions in the

158-55

158-56

air quality analysis, it appears that the Project™s impacts on air quality are understated.
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The DEIR does not provide a clear description of the remaining inputs into
the air quality analysis. Some inputs to the analysis were apparently provided by the
transportation consultant, but those inputs are not fully set forth in the DEIR. This
omission prevents comparison of the consistency of the information in the air quality and | 158-57
traffic sections of the DEIR, However, assuming that the air quality analysis relies on the
underestimate of trip generation in the traffic analysis, the air quality analysis further
understates the Project’s impacts on air quality for this additional reason, A revised
DEIR, must make the assumptions in the air quality analysis transparent and consistent
with assumptions regarding development in the rest of the DEIR.

The comulative air quality analysis is also flawed. See DEIR at 4.6-19. P
The analysis in the DEIR is based on proposed and conceptual development in Table 3
3.0-1 and Figures 3.0-4, 4.0-1 and 4.0-2, which do not include all camulative projects

within an adequate study area.
T Hydrology and Water Quality

The DEIR’s analysis of the Project’s impacts on hydrology and water
quality is inadequate because it fails to consider impacts from some components of 15859
development allowed under the MVCP, fails to describe adequately the project setting
and generally fails to quantify the Project’s impacts on water quality.

The DEIR fails to provide information about the Project that is necessary to
an analysis of water quality impacts, including total acres of impervious cover, total acres
of graded cover, and total acres of land alteration due to grading, tree removal, and trail
construction. The total amount of acreage subject to-alteration is underestimated
throughout the analysis becanse it appears that ski terrain expansions are not incladed in
the total. Although the methodology section siates that proposed ski terrain expansions 158-60
were considered in the impact analyses (see DEIR. at 4.7-29), the individual analyses of
impacts state that proposed ski terrain expansions at Northstar were not taken into
consideration. Ses DEIR at 4.7-30. The DEIR states that spproximately 4,300 acres of

‘the Plan area are anticipated to be substantially disturbed with urban levels of
development, but this total fails to account for land disturbance associated with all
components of the Project or land disturbance associated with both construction and

operation periods. See id

The DEIR.'s description of the project settmg is inadequate because it lacks
the following M‘Iﬂpﬁnﬁnis
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A description of the entire Truckee River watershed. See DEIR at 4.7-1.
The project setting must include the regional setting, including the full
extent of the Truckee River watershed extending to Pyramid Lake. See
Exhibit 10 (map of Truckee River watershed). Sediment and pollution
leading throughout the watershed have the potential to impact biological
resources and walter quality within the Martis Valley.

Complete water quality information for the study area. For example, both
historical and current water quality information must be provided for the
major creeks in the area and the Martis Creck Lake Reservoir. The
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (“LRWQCE") collects
water quality data for numerous locations in the Martis Valley. This
information must be included in a revised DEIR and additional commentary
provided concerning the status of water quality in the various water bodies
including the Martis Reservoir and numerous creeks in the Valley.

‘An adequate description of the connection between the upper and

middle/lower aquifers. See DEIR at 4.7-15. The DEIR. suggests both that
thers is some interaction between thesc aquifers (ee DEIR. at 4.7-15) and
that this interaction appears to be limited (see DEIR at 4.7-55). The DEIR
must provide information about the extent of this interaction and the extent
of the interaction between these aquifers and surface water bodies (.., the
Martis Réservoir). Absent this mnformation, analysis of potential ground
and surface water impacts associated with the project cannot be complete.

A description of the existing acres of impervious surfaces, including
buildings, roads, parking lots, and turf grass on golf courses. The setting
fails to describe baseline runoff conditions and peak nmoff fgures from
which to base a determination of whether runoff will increase significantly
from baseline conditions. The DEIR also fails to provide evidence that
existing golf course management and monitoring programs are working,
Anecdotal evidence suggests that the existing polf courses are contributing
to reduced water quality in streams in Martis Valley.

One of the recurring problems with the DEIR's analysis of the Project’s

impacts on water quality is that it does not provide any information about the pollutant
loads resulting from the construction or buildout of the Project. In the absence of some
comparative or absolute calculation of the Project’s dischmtgas to watercourses, the

158-61

158-63

158-64

158-65
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DEIR s analysis is incomplete.

The DEIR’s analysis of the Project’s construction impacts on water quality
fails to provide any quantification of the impacts of grading and vegetation removal
activities except to report that approcamately 4,300 acres are anticipated to be
substantially disturbed ® See DEIR at 4.7-30. There is no estimate of actual soil
disturbance, or cut and fill, beyond this measure. The DEIR notes that this amount of
construction could contribute substantially to erosion and sediment load in the Martis TR
Creek, but fails to analyze this increase in sediment load in light of the DEIR's
ohservation elsewhere that “existing sediment loads for the Martis Creek drainage must
be reduced by 189 tons”™ in order to meet expected regulatory limits (total daily maximmum
loads or “TMDLs") See DEIR at 4.7-8. The DEIR must analyze the degree to which
construction impacts would interfere with attainment of required reductions in sediment

load.”

The DEIR."s analysis of the Project’s impacts on surface water quality is
flawed for a number of reasons. First, the analysis fails to include ski terrain expansions.
See DEIR. at 4.7-37. Second, there is no quantification of impacts, only a summary of the
types of contaminants that could be generated by the project (e.g., sand from snow
removal, oils, grease, golf course fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides). See id There is
no extrapolation based on existing uses as to the amounts of pollutants new uses might
generate.  Additionally, there are up to five new golf courses proposed in the Martis
Vallcy and two new courses proposed in Truckee. As a component of operational surfa
water quality, the DEIR must analyze the potential mlpadsufswuﬂn:wgolt'mrses i
a system that is already impacted by golf courses and other development. A revised
DEIR must include this information and a revised analysis of project-related impacts to

surface water quality.

158-67

% As noted above, the 4,300 acres does not mn!u-:l: the total acreage ufla.ud
disturbance due to the Project. .

T The section fails to quantify the amount of pollutants that will be gensrated by
refueling and parking of construction equipment and other vehicles during construction,
The DEIR states that “improper handling, storage, or disposal of fuels and materials or
improper cleaning of machinery close to Martis Creek could cause water quality
degradation.” No additional information is provided on the types or amounts or typical
releases for a project of this scale. A revised DEIR must provide this information and
analysis of the praject-related construction impacts.
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The DEIR's analysis of groundwater quality impacts 15 also flawed. Again,
the DEIR fails to adequately describe and quantify sources of groundwater pollutants.
The DEIR. refers to the possibility that new septic tanks could result in groundwater
contamination, but fails to quantify the impacts of septic systems that could resalt if the 158-68
MVCP is adopted. The DEIR also provides no quantification of the impacts of
discharpes from golf courses and snow-making facilities on groundwater quality. A
revised DEIR must include this information and a revised analysis of project-related

impacts on groundwater quality.

The DEIR fails to adequately deseribe the Project’s cumulative impacts on
water quality. The geographic study area for cumulative impacts fails to include the
entire Truckee River watershed, Sediment, nutrients and pollution from the Project could
impact water quality and biofic resources in the Truckes River and Pyramid Lake. The
DEIR fails to quantify cumulative water quality impacts. The cumuolative impact analyses
for recharge and groundwater usage are inadequate because the discussion lacks amy 158.69
quantiﬁ.mﬁon of cumulative recharge and groundwater usage. The DEIR. states that
redoctions in groundwater discharge to surface water (the Truckee River) as a result of
the Project would be offset by increased discharges of approumﬂely 11,000 acre feet
annuilly from the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency’s plant expansion as well ag
improved timing and magnitude of scasonal river flows and enhanced flows for
consumptive environmental and fishery uses associated with the implementation of
Truckee River Operation Agreement (“TROA"). See DEIR at 4.7-70. Given the fact that
TROA has yet to be fully negotiated or analyzed, there is no basis to assume enhanced
flows from its implementation. The DEIR’s discussion also fails to consider whether the
water quality of these offsetting discharges will be as pood as the groundwater source.

The DEIR fails to describe and quantify the relationship between the
proposed land uses and water qual.il:.r The revised DEIR. must examine the dnvelupmmt 158-70
provided for in the MVCP and examine alternative land uses that would rtsuit in lower

impacts on water quality in Martis Valley.

8.  Geology and Soils

The project description amits key information about the project necessary
to determine the extent of the Project’s impacts to geology and soils, including -
mformation ahout where major excavation or fill will be needed to accommodate
development; where cut and fill spoils sites would be located; and whether any blasting
would be needed for proposed development projects in the MVCP area. g

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-844



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

0B/16702 17:50 = SHUTE , MTHALY B ooorezs

Lori Lawrence
August 16, 2002
Page 33

Although the DEIR states that there has been no extensive geologic
subsurface investigation in the MYCP area (see DEIR at 4.8-25), detailed cut and fill and
geological information has been submitted with project applications for projects at
Northstar, Hopkins Kanch, Eaglewood, and other sites within the Martis Valley. In 158-72
addition, the' DEIR could use information available from EIRs for previously agiproved
projects in the Martis Valley. Information that is awvailable regarding estimates of cut and
fill must be analyzed in the DEIR, and the DEIR must certainly analyze areas where
major excavation or fill would occur to accommodate development.

The description of geological setting omits essential information regarding
areas of highly erodible soils and geologic instability. A map depicting areas of erodible

soils and msmblljty overlaid by proposed land uses, should be prepared. The Martis
Valloy contains highly erodible soils. See DEIR at Table 4.8-2 and Figure 4.8-3. The 158-73
DEIR states that the Project could result in potentially significant soil erosion impacts due
to grading. See DEIR at 4.8-30. Once again, this conclusion is based on sn
underestimate of the total area disturbed by grading.® It is not clear whether the analysis
includes grading and site disturbance from widening of Highway 267 or development of
recreational trails and ski facilities. A revised analysis must include grading disturbance

and soil erosion from all components of the Project.

The DEIR concludes that development under the MVCP may result in
placement of stractures and residents in arcas that could be exposed to avalanches (see
DEIR at 4.8-37), but the DEIR fails to adequately analyze potential hazards associated
with avalanches, The analysis fails to analyze the potential for new ski terrain
expansions and trails in avalanche prone areas. The policies and mitigation measures that 15874
purportedly reduce this potentially significant impact to less than significant merely "
posmmmﬂwmﬂ}'msmﬂnmdmﬂapmmlsmﬂﬁypﬁpm Furthermore,
Mitigation Measure No. 4.8.4, which requires new development located within areas of
30 percent slope to prepare an avalanche hazard report, appears to contradict the
implementation program in the MVCP that prohibits development on slopes aver 30
percent, See¢ DEIR at 4.8-36; MVCP Implementation Program No. 7. The DEIR must
analyze the extent to which the MVCP would result in development that is on highly

erodible soils and on slopes over 20 to 30 percent,

" The 4,300 acres does not include prading for new ski terrain expansions.
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Although the DEIR states that there has been no extensive geologic
subsurface investigation in the MYCP area (see DEIR at 4.8-25), detailed cut and fill and
geological information has been submitted with project applications for projects at
Northstar, Hopkins Kanch, Eaglewood, and other sites within the Martis Valley. In 158-72
addition, the' DEIR could use information available from EIRs for previously agiproved
projects in the Martis Valley. Information that is awvailable regarding estimates of cut and
fill must be analyzed in the DEIR, and the DEIR must certainly analyze areas where
major excavation or fill would occur to accommodate development.

The description of geological setting omits essential information regarding
areas of highly erodible soils and geologic instability. A map depicting areas of erodible

soils and msmblljty overlaid by proposed land uses, should be prepared. The Martis
Valloy contains highly erodible soils. See DEIR at Table 4.8-2 and Figure 4.8-3. The 158-73
DEIR states that the Project could result in potentially significant soil erosion impacts due
to grading. See DEIR at 4.8-30. Once again, this conclusion is based on sn
underestimate of the total area disturbed by grading.® It is not clear whether the analysis
includes grading and site disturbance from widening of Highway 267 or development of
recreational trails and ski facilities. A revised analysis must include grading disturbance

and soil erosion from all components of the Project.

The DEIR concludes that development under the MVCP may result in
placement of stractures and residents in arcas that could be exposed to avalanches (see
DEIR at 4.8-37), but the DEIR fails to adequately analyze potential hazards associated
with avalanches, The analysis fails to analyze the potential for new ski terrain
expansions and trails in avalanche prone areas. The policies and mitigation measures that 15874
purportedly reduce this potentially significant impact to less than significant merely "
posmmmﬂwmﬂ}'msmﬂnmdmﬂapmmlsmﬂﬁypﬁpm Furthermore,
Mitigation Measure No. 4.8.4, which requires new development located within areas of
30 percent slope to prepare an avalanche hazard report, appears to contradict the
implementation program in the MVCP that prohibits development on slopes aver 30
percent, See¢ DEIR at 4.8-36; MVCP Implementation Program No. 7. The DEIR must
analyze the extent to which the MVCP would result in development that is on highly

erodible soils and on slopes over 20 to 30 percent,

" The 4,300 acres does not include prading for new ski terrain expansions.
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9. Biological Resources

The DEIRs analysis of the Project’s impacts on biological resources is
inadequate becanse it relies on an incomplete project Sescription, fails to provide an
adequate description of the project setiing, and fails to support its conclusions reparding —
the Project’s biological impacts with adequate analysis. :

The project setting information is inadequate to fully address the direct,
indirect, and cumnlative impacts of the proposed Project and to evaluate whether the
Project is in compliance with existing Placer County General Plan policies. Specific
examples inchade:

. The DEIR describes field investigations conducted “intermittently from
May 2000, during preparation of the background report, to July 2001.”
These field investizations included “general plant and wildlife surveys
focusing on areas within the planning area with the potential to support
special status species and sensitive habitats.” However, none of these
results are discussed. The information presented in Section 4.9.1, and in
subsequent analyses, is apparently based on existing information from the 158.76
California Natural Diversity Data Base, U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service, and
11.5. Farest Service, The referenced field investigations may or may not
have been adcquate in coverage or timing to detect special stams species in
the planning area. There is inadequate information presented in the DEIR
to evaluate the adequacy of either the existing information or the surveys
conducted specifically for the project. In addition, there is no discussion of
the potential for various portions of the planning area to support sensitive
species, high quality wildlife habitat, or unique assemblages of resources
that may be especially important for protection.

. The DEIR does not discuss or identify locarions of existing protected areas
in the region, locations of old growth forest stands, relevant fire history
information, or areas of existing disturbance, which may affect where 158-77
development and, conversely, habitat conservation should be planned. The
descriptions in Section 4.9.1 should be broadened to include information
from the region surounding the MVCP ares, to provide the appropriate
context for resource and development planning.

The DEIR s analysis of the biological impacts of the Project is also flawed:
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. :mpact analysis is circular. Development impacts that conflict with
Eclizlingp C'Dlﬂitjryj;sﬂliﬂiﬂﬁ- are identified as potentially si_g;niﬁcmt. but deemed
mitigated by existing County policies, with no dnscussmn‘qf ﬂ],:
inconsistency. There is no clear demonstration Drhuw mitigation of 158-78
specific impacts to specific resources will be achieved by the applmah-:m of
these policies. Therefore, the potental success of the suggested mitigation
measures is difficult to assess. In addition, given that funding for mitigation
measures will be derived largely from development fees, analyses should be
conducted to determine the level of funding necessary to fully mibigate
potential future impacts.

. The biological impacts analysis should waIuatc_s]:laciﬁx: TESOUICES in both a
local and a regional context. There isno "big picture” evaluation of how
the resources relate to one another and the relative value of vegetation
communities and wildlife habitat in or adjacent to the planning area. For p——
example, the National Forest lands that surround the community planning
area support resources that may also depend on habitats m the Martis
Valley area. Furthermore, there is no discussion of the ecological proccsses
that maintain these resources (e.g., migrations or other movements of
species, fire cycles, natural hydrologic regimes, etc.) and how the proposed
project might affect these processes.

. There is minimal description and no analysis of unlisted wildlife species.
According to the DEIR, standards of significance should include
"substantial impacts to significant ecological resources including hEh _
quality and/or unique vegetation communities and w-ilﬂhﬁ: habitats.” High | 4sg.an
quality and unique wildlife habilats are critical to sustaming plant and
animal resources, and their importance is referenced in the County GP
policies (e.g., Policy 6.C. 1). These habitats should be m!mh.ﬁtd, and
potential impacts to these resources should be analyzed in the EIEI[L.

’ The manner in which the direct impact acreages are calculated and )
presented is inappropriate, confusing, and misleading. Impacts of pot:nnal
timber production are not evaluated in the Biological Resources section of 158-81
the DEIR. The DEIR states "forest parcels are considered separate impacts
from those caused by implementation of the Martis Valley Community
Plan." This is an inappropriate approach, given that changes to the extent
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of forest designations in the planning area are proposed as part of the
project. Figures 4.9-6 through 4.9-9 show tabulations of the acreages of
open space, forest, and development associated with each alternative.
However, some development and associated infrastructure 15 all_uwed in
forest parcels, and disturbance from outdoor nr.:rclal:iun (e.g., sl-u_nms) is 158-82
allowed in open space parcels. Areas zoned for Timber Production should
be identified, and the implications of this zoning should be discussed in
imare dotail. Furthermore, there likely will be roads and ather infrastructre
in areas designated as open space. Thus, the total acreage inthe
development category is an underestimate of the direct impacts to biological
resources in the planning area.

- The discussion of indirect impacts, which in many instances can be more
' extensive than the direct impacts of development, is extremely weal.

Indirect impacts can extend a large distance outside of the planning area.
Indirect impacts that should be addressed include air quality changes (e.g,
increased nitrogen deposition), hydrologic changes (e.g-, runoff from 158-83
development), water quality changes (e.g., fertilizer ranoff from golf
courses), increased light, increased noise, increased potential for m_creased
abundance of non-native species, clevated road mortality, changes in fire
regimes, and other impacts associated with increased human presence. 'Hm
overall sustainability of the level and type of proposed development in this
area, which is valued for its aesthetic, recreational, and natural resources
qualities, should be evaluated with these potential impacts in mind.

. Various categories of open space should be clearly defined. It is not clear
from the proposed Land Use diagram whether the open space is proposed to | 158.84
remain in a natural condition or will be recreationsl open space consisting
of golf courses and ski runs. ' _

The analysis does not address the consistency of the proposed project and -
alternatives with the Placer Legacy Program and relevant Na‘rurfu] C‘_mm'rrunily'
Conservation Planning (“NCCP”) Act guidelines. The c'l.:l‘mllah_\-t impacts of tim :
proposed project and alternatives on vegetation communities, Wl!d!lft and their habitats, 158-85
special status species, habitat linkages and wildlifc movement cumdurs,_ and other
sensitive ecological resources are not adequately discussed or analyzed in the comtext of
the goals of the Placer Legacy Program. Arm‘uf castern Placer County that are of
particularly high integrity, long-term conservation value, or are otherwise unique and
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valuable, both within and adjacent to the planning area, should be identified in the D]_E'm

as specified in the County's NCCP Agreement. Development should be enmn!'agcd in

lower value resource areas and discouraged in higher valug resource areas. This lack of idiae

analysis potentially threatens the success of conservation planning efforts in Placer

County.

Tha DEIE omits snalysis of several potential biological impacts of the
Praject:

. The DEIR does not address the fact that connections between fawning areas
and overwintering areas outside of the Martis Valley are largely eliminated
by the MVCP. The DEIR does not analyze the implication of this impact to
the long-term productivity and persistence of the Loyalton Truckee deer
herds, ’

158-87

- The DEIR does not address the incremental reduction in the potential for
recovery of special status species, such as the Lahontan cutthroat trout and
wolverine. The fragmentation and loss of important watershed habitat for 158-88
the Martis Creek system would greatly reduce the potential for recovery of

' these species in the planning area.

. The DEIR does not address the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to |
old growth stands in and adjacent to the community planning area. The 153-89
DEIR. should examine the fomction of these habitats relative to other old .
growth stands in the region. |

- The DEIE. does not address the cumulative impacts of increased
development and increased recreation on the surrounding National Forest 158-80

lands, the Tahoe Basin, and the ecoregion.

For the foregoing reasons the DEIR"s analysis of the Project’s biological
impacts fails to comply with CEQA. A revised DEIR. must be prepared with an expanded
discunssion of the biological setting to identify namral areas that are particnlarly unique,
sensitive, or are othcrwise of high quality, as well as natural areas that are disturbed, 158.91
degraded or exhibit lower quality. Sound planning principles would target these latter
areas for.development (e.g., disturbed areas around existing Northstar ski runs or
degraded areas adjacent to existing roads and developments) and cluster new

development around existing development and infrastrocture. - P
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A revised impact analysis must include an analysis of lmpacts to biological
resources in areas identified as Forest land use. An adequate biological analysis would
also evaluate the Project’s impacts on vegetation communities in the Martis Valley and
within a larger ecological region and on the maintenance of areas of high quality habitat
both within and outside of the MVCP area. A revised DEIR must also consider
mitigation measures that do take into account the entire life cycle of a particular species, | 158-82
all of the habitat elements that the species requires, and whether or not some of these
elements may be limiting to the specics. The indirect effects of the proposed Project,
both within and outside of the MVCP area, must be analyzed in greater detail. Indirect
impacts are often more extensive than the direct impacts of the development footprint,
and their implications to the long-term persistence of high quality natural resources in the

Martis Valley may be profound.

10. Public Services-Wastewater Treatment

The DEIR"s conclusion, that the Project’s impacts on wastewater seTvice
would be less than significant, is not adequately supparted by analysis in the DEIR. Like | 158-93
other sections of the DEIR, the wastewater section fails to base its analysis of impacts on

the complete Project.

The DEIR assumes only 9,220 dwelling umits and its assurmnption regarding
accupancy percentage is unclear. See DEIR at page 4.1 1-57. Maore significantly, the
DEIR’s analysis omits consideration of wastewater flows from non-residential nses. The
DEIR states that “it is difficult to assess the [wastewater] impacts of the commercial,
office and recreational uses associated with the Proposed Land Use Diagram,” and the
DEIR appears not to include these uses in the analysis. DEIR at 4.11-57. A revised

analysis must include wastewater flows from non-residential uses in the analysis.

158-84

The DEIR states that the wastewater flows generated by residential uses
assaciated with the MVCP would necessitate expanded wastewater treatment plant
capacity. Since the DEIR underestimates the wastewater flows generated by the Project,
the DEIR likely underestimates that required expansion of capacity. Moreover,
anticipated plant expansion may not be sufficient to accommodate development under the n——
MVCP because: (1) plant expansion is not anticipated to be completed until 20035, while 5
plant capacity will be reached in 2004 (see DEIR at page 4.11-52); (2) it is not clear that
the plant cxpansion is completely funded and permitted (see DEIR at page 4.11-33); and
(3) the analysis fails to consider conversions from septic to sewer within the region.
Subdivisions within the Town of Truckee, including Olympic Heights, Prosser, portions
of Sierra Meadows, The Meadows, and Ponderosa Ranchos, are currently using
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individual septic systems, but the Truckee Sanitation District may extend sewer service to 158-95
':h:n:: subdivi.E?onﬁn the future. Finally, it is not clear that planned expansion would Cont'd

accommodate the 20,467 units allowed under the MVCP.

The DEIR also fails to adequately analyze other potential dem_a.nds on
wastewater treatment facilities. For example, Northstar's collection system 15 designed to
transmit wastewater flows for up to 3,700 residences. See DEIR. at page 4.11-54, i
However, non-residential and day-use facilities may add addnlmn:l wastewater flows.
Morthstar attracts over 9,000 skiers on peak days. l:urrmuy,_m nndgmmd that
Northstar has insufficient toilets to serve the day-use population. Constraints at Northstar
should be clarified in a revised DEIR.

The DEIR also fails to analyze potentially significant impacts associated
with expansion of wastewater treatment facilities. Additional lines, i_mpmvmnents to the | 158.87
Truckee River Interceptor, and treatment plant lagoons are not sufficiently described to
allow an adequate analysis of the impacts associated with their development.

11.  Public Services-Water Supply

The DEIR's analysis of the Project’s impacts on water supply fails to
comply with the requirements of CEQA. An EIR must ﬂ:mf_'.r the water supply fora
proposed project and analyze whether the water supply is adequate to meet demand from
the proposed project and current users. If the proposed pwn;c:wou]d require 156-98
withdrawals from other sources or expansion of existing fa_,cﬂmcs,'ﬁm EIR. nmust as5e59
the environmental impacts of those withdrawals or expansion. See Sianislaus Na:‘urm’
Heritage Project v. County of Stanisiaus, 48 Cal.App.4th 182 (1996). The DEIR’s
analysis of water supply fails to meet CEQA’s requirements.

First, the DEIR’s analysis of water demand created by the MVCP appears
to rely on assumptions that understate the amount of development allowed under the
MVCP. Sez DEIR at Table 4.7-4, page 4.7-55. The water demand figures in Tal:!n_e. 4.7-4
appear to grossly underestimate water demand based on an underestimate: of dwelling ——
units and square footage of commercial development allowed under the MVCP and an
underestimate of new snow-making and other open space water demands (e.g., golf .
courses and landscaping). A revised analysis must include all components of the Project

contributing to water demand.
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Second, the DEIR fails to analyze adequatcly the water supply for the
P‘mject‘_ There arc a number of reasons to be concerned about the long-term supply and

suitability of local water supplies.

158-100

Regarding suitability, the DEIR. states that the Truiakct-bunm Public )
Utlities District ("]“DPEUD"} is nt-:Ir longer using a number ntf springs due to water quality
concerns. See DEIR at page 4.11-41. Recently, the Glenshire area snsp:u_ded use (rf' 158-104
wells and will be provided with water service by the TDPLI'D Que to arsenic levels in the
Glenshire wells. The DEIR fails to provide adequate information concermng these
existing and potential water quality problems, such as contamination by MTBE.

arding supply, the DEIR contains conclusory statements regarding the
wn.il.ab:'lity uflzfagte:r to 111um=f'r‘£l th!'; demands af d:lv:l:npmem allowed under the MVCEP (sse
DEIR at page 4.11-47). Elsewhere, the DETR. indicates that plans for future water
facilities necessary to serve the Project would be dew;jlnpnd. FSee DEIR. at page 4.1-39. R
Canclusory statements and future plans are not sufficient nnde: CEQA, 'I'heIDEIR must
demonstrate that there is sufficient water supply for the Project. Also, there is no analysis
in the DEIR. that demonstrates that there is adequate groundwater supply to meet demand
within a “safe yield” consistent with protection of aquifers and surface waters in the
Martis Valley.”

Third, the DEIR fails to analyze the impacts of major new facilities or
sowrces of supply needed to serve the Project. ‘The DEIR fails to describe the impacts
associated with the need for new pipelines, wells and storage Tacilities ﬂ:utwil.l be
required by the MVCP. The Dﬂlidenﬁﬁﬁmenfmun:wmﬁcﬂmcs and
infrastructure that will be needed to scrve new development but fails to analyze the
impacts of these new facilities and infrastructure. DEIR at page 4.1-40. It is unclear
whether new development at Northstar will be served by existing water facilities. ..‘S-:n:-
DEIR at page 4.11-43. A revised DEIR must include a clear description of the facilities
needed at Northstar to serve new development. The enviromnental impacts nfn_ew
facilities or sources of supply include impacts to biological resources and water resources
and must analyzed in the DETR.

158-103

Finally, the DEIR concludes that a number of Plan policies and mitigation | 158-104

* The DEIR fails to consider changes in the hydrologic regime of the Valley due
to global warming which could influence the seasonal availability of surface water and
groundwater in the region. See Exhibit 11 (U.5. EPA, Global Warming lmpacts.)
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measures will reduce the significant water supply impacts asrsucinted with the Project to
less than significant. The MVCP policies and DEIR mitigation measurcs defer thu1 i
demonstration of adequate water supply to a later date as specific development projects ot
are proposcd. See DEIR at4.11-49. This appm:ml_'t i not adequate lmdcr QEQA. A
revised DEIR. must demonstrate that there is sufficient water to serve existing and
proposed development under the MVCP. A revised DEIR must also analyze the -
environmental impacts associated with developing and delivering adequate water supply

to the Project.

12.  Public Services-Law Enforcement, Emergency, and Fire
Protection

The DEIRs analysis of the Project’s requirements f?r law enforcement,
emergency, and fire protection services are also based on assumptions that understate the
size of the population generated by development allowed under the MYCP. See DEIR at
Section 4.11. It is clear that some development allowed under the MVCP would be 168-106
located outside existing service district boundaries, and service areas would have to be
expanded. See DEIR at pages 4.11-7. However, the degree to wluch mew SErvices would
be required to serve the Praject and how those needs would be met is unclear in the

DEIR.

The DEIR s analysis of fire protection services in the m’ﬂl?l‘t of wildland .
fires is particularly lacking. The DEIR lacks a map indicating what portions of the Martis
Valley are subject to high fire danger. The DEIR provides insufficient information
concerning recent major wildland fires in the Martis Valley, such ﬂﬂ:_w.!'dutls F’i‘re‘uf
June 17 2001, which burned 14,500 acres, The DEIR lacks any description of existing 158-106
constraints that could impede access to or evacuation of the area despite noted
battlenecks at Highway 267/Northstar Drive and other locations. The DEIR also fails to
describe the capacity of existing fire services, including California D:pa:fmmt of
Forestry (“CDF™) to handle existing wildland fires."* The DEIR’s analysis lacks
information about the amount of new development that would be located in steep
topography and on ridgelines even though topography dqnermincs how f_’ust f_tre spreads
and how casily fire crews can access the site. See Exhibit 12 (Living with Fire In San

* The DEIR is inconsistent with respect to statements about what service provider
is responsible for addressing fires. DEIR. at page 4.11-8. The two DEIR sections ﬁu.t
address fire, fire services and wildland fires, must be reconciled and clear u:.farmatlnn

provided about which agencies are responsible for fire impacts.
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Matea County, A Guide for the Homeowner).

The DEIR concludes that the impact of the Project on wildland fire risk
would be less than significant without mitigating policies, but there is little evidence to
support this conclusion. See DEIR at4.11-11. The MVCP would allow homes and other | 158-108
structures on wooded and steep terrain and would thus increase the risk for wildland fires. | Gont'd
The DEIR also fails to analyze secondary impacts related to reducing the risk of wildland
fires, such as removal of vegetation around development, building access roads, and -
extension of water facilities. These types of measures, even if not required by the
Project, may be required by the County or other agencies as conditions of individual
project approval and should be analyzed in the DEIR.

13.  Visual Resources

The DEIR’s analysis of the Project’s impacts on visual resoorces fails to
include key features of the MVCP. Although the DEIR recognizes that new
development, such as widening Highway 267 and development of additional ski areas,
golf courses and recreational trails, would impact the visual quality of the Martis Valley,
the DEIR states that these developments are not part of the Project. See DEIR at 4.12-14,
4,12-16. It is not clear why these developments are not part of the Project. The MVCEP
anticipates widening of Highway 267 to four lanes over some segments within 20 years.
See MVCP at 73-74. Moreover, the MYCP sets forth the land use designations governing,
land uses throughout the Martis Valley and sets the parameters for growth in the area,
which influefice the need for new roads and infrastructure. Thus, the DEIR must consider
the significant visual impacts of new infrastructure, ski facilities, golf courses, and
recreational trails allowed under the MVCP or necessitated by growth provided for in the
MVCP. As part of the analysis of cumulative impacts on visual resources, the DEIR must
also consider the airport expansion, timber removal, and future developments outside of

MVCP arca.

158-107

: The full extent of the Project’s impact on visual resources is difficult to
discern from the DEIR. See e.g., DEIR at Figure 4.12-2. The figure that purports to
show visual impacts is difficult to interpret, and the analysis in the text of the DEIR. docs
not completely correspond with the impacts illustrated in the figure. See id For ——
example, the high-density development slated for Northstar employee housing adjacent to
Highway 267 is designated in the figure as an area retaining scenic value. The text of the
DEIR does not specifically mention this high-density development (which may be
multiple stories tall) or explain what visual “screen™ would result in retention of thie
scenic value of the area, : - .
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' A revised DEIR should make use of photographic simulations to illustrate
more clearly the Project’s impacts on visual resources. A rms‘ed DEIR must include
graphics depicting the extent of grading and tree removal, and impacts of new -
development, even if depictions are conceptual in some cases. Apphc:‘mm-.s for new 158.100
development at Eaglewood, Hopkins Ranch, Northstar employee housing, and the
Village-at-Northstar are before the County, and thus m'fu:h more detailed ll?fﬂﬂ:llﬂtl[t;l
regarding visual impacts is available but not pre_smtcd in the DE[R, A rmsnr:l DE
must include more complete information regarding the Project's impacts on visual
[ES0Urces. a

D.  The DEIR’s Identification and Analysis of Mitigation Measures Is
Inadequate.

An EIR must propose mitigation mcasures to minimize the significant
environmental effects of a pE-njtct that are identified in the EIR. See Pub. Res. Code §§

21002.1(a), 21100(b)(3).

The DEIR lacks evidence to demonstrate the cfficacy or sufficiency of
proposed mitigation measures, and significant impacts arc not adequately mitigated. The | 4gg.410
DEIR either relies oni existing County policies to mitigate potential impacts or proposes
inadequate and/or inappropriate mitigation measures. Reliance on existing County
policies is not specific enough for decision-makers 1o detcrmine if full mitigation of
impacts is feasible and if all of the potentially significant impacts of the proposed MVCP
would be fully mitigated. [n addition, several sugpested mitigation measurcs are
inadequate or inappropriate. For example:

; i i

. The DEIR suggests that raptor nesting sites and bat roosts can be remove
or blocked once nesting has been completed or the annn.als leave the roost, | ,qq 144
respectively. These mitigation measures are Inappropriate -- :
nesting/roosting habitat may be limiting, and loss of these resources may
result in the long-term decline of these species in the area.

. Mitigation measures for potential impacts to mountain yellow-legged frogs
must consider a broader area than just siream crossmgs. Chm_uc_als in
runoff from developments and associated recreational areas within the
watcrshed of oecupied stream systems must be controlled atf!m: saurce to | 158-112
prevent these land uses from degrading water quality. T'h:sr, umpacts will
be difficult to mitigatc if developments adjacent to potential mountain
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i Comprehensive surveys
ellow-legged frop habitat are allowed to proceed. o
¥m’ this species should be conducted to inform the MVCP update and allow | o, .
an appropriate mitigation plan (including project design features) to be
developed at this stage of the planning process. |

. stication measures for potential impacts to Lahontan cutthroat trout

:10?5?::0{ prohibiting construction in spawning habitat during the spawmng
* season and prohibiting structures that would block fish passage. These

measures ignore the potential for the rcsu_i:nnal d_m-'tln-pm_enfs anrl golf 158-113
courses to degrade water quality and habitat quality for this species. A
comprehensive mitigation plan must be developed during the MVCP update
process that addresses all aspects of the habitat and life history
requirements of Lahontan cutthroat trout and other salmonid species.

. Mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts tﬂ_\lnldhfc
movement consist of project-level deer surveys to determine the amount of
natural open space necessary to maintain the known deer movement
corridors, Effective corridor design is not practicable at the individual
development project review stage. These surveys should either be
comducted now as part of the MVCP process, with an appropriate land use | 453144
plan devcloped based on the results of these surveys, or, alternatively, the
proposed Land Use diagram should be modified to increase the amount of
natural apen space in the vicinity of the known wildlife comridors. In the
face of uncertainties due to a lack of information, ﬂmpm_pb&fdl.andpse
diagram should be more conservative to minimize potential risks to natural
TESOUICES. _'

DEIR also improperly defers identification of mitigation measures.
The DEIR :unlv-:l;:d:s that nmnfr?u?siglﬁﬁwm impacts will be less than significant based
on proposed policies and mitigation measures that dofer action to a later date. Far 158115
example, mitigation for water supply impacts of tht Project proposes ﬂ“E water :
availability be demenstrated on an individual project basis. See e.g., Policy 6.C.1; MM
4.11.4.1 and MM 4.9.4, This approach is not acceptable under CEQA.
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E The DEIE Fails to Analyze Adequately the Project’s Growth-inducing
Impacts,

CEOA requires that an EIR contain an analysis of 2 project’s growth
inducing impcm:ljE Gruzrthuinducing impacts are those that encourage or f&:]l:.l.t;i: ﬂgl;:;:
activities or projects that could significantly affect the e:pwrm_xmc_qt. See Pml::Iuﬂ 5.

§ 21100(b)(5); CEQA Guidelines § 15126(d). Grqwth-mdu:mg impacts de :Is]:zcts
of a project that "could foster economic or ??pulauun growth, or the Wu?n :ﬂm
additional housing,” that “encourage or facilitate other ar:nut_ms that I signifi y )
affect the environment,” or that “remove obstacles to population growth.” CEQA 158116
Guidelines §15126.2(d). Expansion of public infrastructurs, f-uc!l as community service
facilities and roadways, are classic examples of growth-inducing impacts of a project.

The County’s MVCP is obviously a gmmhl-il_:ducing project in that it
removes barriers to new development by setting forth policies to facilitate :;r:];pment
and providing land use designations that allow for substantial new residential :
commercial development in the Martis Valley. The MVCP also has growth mducmg
impacts due to the major new infrastructure fo serve new development, mnl;d:lng water
facilities (wells, storage facilities, treatment facilities) and Fxpnndcd roads : .
intersections. Each of these project features has ﬂu: potential to suppnrtﬂﬂv::iﬂ-:h ?ﬁ::
that proposed Ty the Project, yet there is no analysis of the growth that aci
could support beyond the Project.

The DEIR fiils altogether to describe and analyze the following growth-
inducing impacts of the project: -

; iated with the failure of the Project to provide cnough -
Gmwﬁnﬂ'or&ab?:smmﬂmce housing, both for the construction phase and the
operations phases of MVCP buildout. It is not clear that the mingation
proposed under the MVCP would provide cven 50 percent o_fthe workforce | 158-117
housing needed for the Project or any affordable housmg units. Other areas
that may bear the impact of ihe employee and affordable housmg deficit
include Reno, Auburn, Sparks, Kings Beach and other north shore
comumunities.

- Growih associated with widening and expansion of roadways in the Martis
Valley. For example, the MVCP provides for the widening of Highway 158.118
267 (see MVCP at 74-74), which would have significant growth-inducing
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158-118
impacts throughout the Martis Valley. Ceont'd

. Growth that results from the precedent set by the County designating TPZ
Jands as “Forest” lands and hence allowing ski facilities, employee housing,

and other inappropriate development on TPZ lands.

158-119

The DEIR's analysis of the growth-inducing impacts of the Project is
inadequate. Although the DEIR. provides some information about the water, sewer,
heusing, and roadway improvements needed within the County to accommodate the
increases in population and jobs allowed under the MVCP, the DEIR does not analyze 158.120
the form or amount of the development that is likely to be induced by such infrastructure
expansion or analyze the environmental impacts asgociated with such development. The
DEIR also does not analyze the Project’s growth-inducing impacts outside the plan area.
CEQA requires that the DEIR analyze the impacts of the form, location and amount of
development that it can reasonablely anticipate will be induced by the MVCP. See City

ity Counci i i 187 Cal App.3d 1325, 1337 (1986).

F. The DEIR Fails to Analyze Adeguately the Cumulative [mmm of the
Project. ;

. An EIR must discuss the cumulative impacts of a project when the
incremental effccts of @ project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of other past, current, and probable future projects. CEQA Guidelines §§
15130(a), 15065(c). The analysis of cumulative impacts is particularly important in the iR
mnmﬁuﬂmgqmgeplmmingdnmmbmmmﬂ\:glmuﬂlauuwudmdngmﬂ and
specific plans is often substantial and because they sct forth the policies that will guide
the development of future, individual projects for many years. As noted in the CEQA
Guidelines, one requirement of a program-level EIR. for planning documents is that they
provide a more thorough analysis of cumulative impacts than is required for individual
projects. See CEQA Guidelines § 15168,

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the cumulative impacts of the Project
for a number of reasons including: an insufficient geographic study area, an incomplete
list of projects, and failure to quantify cumulative impacts. The discussion of cumulative.
impacts must include a summary of the cxpected environmental effects to be produced by
thosé projects, a reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts, and full consideration of
all feasible mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid any significant cumulative
cffects of & proposed project. See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4(a)(1) and 15130(b)(3).
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The DEIR fails to meet these requirements.

o study area for the majority of the DEIR's uumulal:lv_-r: impact analysis is
too small. TheThl.l‘.!Emisysmdy area for a number of impact analyses fails to reveal ‘t:hEc T
pature of the proposed project’s cumulative impacis and, thus, is deficient under CEQA. 156-121
For example, the study area for traffic and housing should include Reno, Auburn, Kmlf Cont'd
Beach, and north shore communitics, because as [:ntcd by the DEIE, e:np]oyegas wu]l
residing in these arcas and their numbers are significant. The study area for biological
resources should be based on the eritical hahitat and recovery arcas for the key species.

A legally adequate cumulative impacts analysis must consider the impacts
of the Project m;iﬂ;ugd with other past, prescat, and pr:abnhie future ;!rn]mts. CEQ;H
Guidelines § 15130(b)(1). Projects currently under enw_n:mmcnm'l review clearly qualify
as reasonably probable future projects to be considered in a cumulative impacts analysis.
See San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City mxi.(':rmng-' of San Francisco, 151
Cal App.3d 61, 741.13 (1984). In addition, projects anticipated beyond m ﬁﬂm,m:
should be analyzed for their cumulative effect if they are reasonably fores . See
Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Comm'n, 13 Cal.34 263, 284 (1975). Here, the
DETR’s list of cumulative projects is incomplete because it omits projects planned in
Truckee and Lake Tahoe as well as the Martis Valley. lnpartlm‘ﬂar, the DEIR. omits the
following projects from the cumulative impact analysis: expansion of ﬂ:c Trockee-Tahoe
Airport, expansion of the Teichert Mine, the Northstar-at-Tahoe Huunmu_:! Improvements
Project, Town and Country Center Project (Truckee), Alpine Knolls Subdivision I;.e‘flpml:
Meadows), Homesites-at Squaw Creck #2 (Bear Creek Valley), Meadows Subdivision
(Sugar Bowl), Mourelatos Lakeshore Resort (Tahoe Vista), Ph.l_mpjmk Squaw Valley Inn
Expansion Project (Squaw Valley), Tahoc City Manna Expansion Master Plan (T ‘:,-hoe
City), Tahoe Sands Resort Redevelopment (Tahoe Vista), and Whispering Pines illage
(Kings Beach), among others.

DEIR’s camulative impact analysis fails to quantify cumulative
., The Eu]aﬁw impact discussions arc conclusory and 1:!:11'1::1-:1 of mca_nmgﬂ.ﬂ
qualitative and quantitative information. For example, the analysis of cumulative
biological impacts lacks quantificd information rega:dl_ng the actual acreage of species T
habitat that would be threatened or lost due to ct'liml.ﬂa:m:c dc?lnpmm:: ﬂ];awﬂﬁf amount
f acreape of open space lost to development, a description 0 cumulative ) -
zundiﬁuﬁ, uufme:gm of resulting air and water qua]m_.' The EIR docs not provide
decision-makers with any objective measure of cumulative impacts and is inadequate.
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G. The DEIR Fails to Analyze a Reasonable Range of Alternatives to the
Project.

CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to a
project, or to the location of a project, that would feasibly attiin most of the basic project
objectives while avoiding or substantially lessening the project’s significant impacts. See
Pub, Res. Code § 21100(b)(4), CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a). Sound planning
principles also dictate that the County consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the
Project because this is the first update of the MVCP in nearly 30 years, and
decision-makers must be presented with an adequate range of choices for the futurs of the | 483.423
Martis Valley based on current knowledge of conditions and constraints in the area.

The DEIR’s analysis of alternatives falls short of the standard dictated by
CEQA and sound planning principles. All of the alternatives analyzed in the DEIR
- provide for a significant amount of development in the Martis Valley. While the

ed MVCP allows for development of 20,467 dwelling mits, the three alternatives
allow for 15,360 units (Alternative AA, Existing MVCF), 17,496 units (Altermative AB),
and 16,959 units (Alternative AC) respectively. See DEIR at 3.0-20 to 3.0-23. The
summary table of project impacts (see DEIR Table 2.0-1, at pages 2.0-4 t0 2.0-113)
indicates that the altcrnatives have nearly identical impacts and do not representan
adequate range of alternatives.

The alternatives considered should be consistent with the in-fill and nataral
resource protection policies of the Placer County General Plan discnssed in Section LA
above. A reasonable range of planning alternatives for the Martis Valley would inchude:

. “Satus-quo infrastructure” alternative. None of the alternatives presented
lirhits development to that which could be served by existing roads and
infrastructure, consistent with existing acceptable levels of service. 158-124

. “Biological and natural resources” alternative. A biological and natural
resources alternative could be based on a comprehensive constraints magp
showing arcas to be avoided in light of the Placer County General Plan
naral resource policies and environmental factors including: nidgelines,
significant ccological resources, wildlife corridors, and maintenance of

larpe unﬁawtd habitats.
. “Conservation plan” altemative. Placer County has initiated a conscrvation
P .
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planning effort for westemn Placer County. This process involves
development of comprehensive information :mcemf.n.g_bblalngmal resources
to inform planning. This alternative would involve mtiation of a
conservation plan effort for the Martis Valley, with either a temporary
moratorium on new development until the plan is eompleted or agreements
for limited development until the conservation plan is completed.

. “Restricted development” alternative. Mo altemative proposes a restricted
development alternative which would significanfly limit new development.
A number of California counties, including El Dorado and Monterey, are
currently proposing such alternatives within :mmccq_mumd_ms based on
a combination of reasons, including: (1) smart planning, which suggests
development should be dirceted to existing urban communites where
services already cxist; (2) the costs of extending infrastructure and services
to unincorporated arcas; (3) overcxtended zervices. Other Counties,
including San Diego, are both eliminating “specific plan” development
areas and including a transfer of development rights program in their
updated general plan to direct growth to existing urban and suburban areas
where services.cither exist or can be provided more efficiently. A revised
DEIR must include a significantly reduced development alternative.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, we respectfully request that the County
prepare a revised DEIR that fully complies with CEQA and re-circulate tim DEIR to the
public for comment. Additionally, we request that no further consideration be given to
the Project as proposed until an EIR. is prepared that fully complies with CEQA.

Very truly yours,
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

e~ JufR

RICHARD 5. TAYLOR JANETTE SCHUE

Enclosures

[Hozs oz

158124
Cont'd

158125
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Exhibit 11 Terrell Wart, C.V.

Exhibit 2:  Michael D. White, C.V.

Exhibit 3:  Completing the Vision at Northstar (web information)

Exhibit4:  Tahoe Mountain Resorts - Old Greenwood (web information)
Exhibit 5:  The Mountain Club, Fractional Cwnership (web information)
Exhibit 6:  MMarrio Grand REsidJeuce Club, Lake Tahoe (web information)
Exhibit 7:  Morthstar-at-Tahoe, Summer 2002 ‘ :
Exhibit 8:  Tahoe Mountain Resorts - Four-Season Resort {(web information)
Exhibit9:  Completing the Vision, Northstar-at-Tahoe and East West Partners
Exhibit 10: Truckee River Watershed Baseline Assessment and Map .
Exhibit 11: 1S, EPA, Climate Change and Mountain Regions (wcb information)
Exhibit 12: Living with Fire, A Guide for Homeowners (San Mateo County)

cc:  Homeowners Engaged in Local Planning - Northstar
Mountain Area Preservation Foundation
SicaraWatch
Community Development Director, Town of Truckee
Truckee Donner Recreation and Park Distnict
Tahoe Trockee Unified School District
Placer County Water Agency
Tudy Creek, Planning Commissioner, PlacerCaunn.r
Rex Blocmiisld, Board of Supervisors, Placer County
Director of Planning, Nevada County Flanning Department
Foothill Land Use Commission
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lshontan R.ngwn
Morthern Sierra Air Quality Management Dastrict
- California Department of Fish & Game
Caltrans :
1.5, Army Corps of Engineers
Tahoe National Forest
1J.5. Fish & Wildlife Service
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

[P sl Mimster ) wied]
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Terrell Watt, AICP
Terrell Watt Planning Consultants
1757 Union Street
San Francisco, CA 94123
telephone: (415) 563-0543
fax: (415) 563-8701
cell phone: (415) 377-6280
cmail. terrywatti@worldnet att.net

EXPERIENCE

1989 - TERRELL WATT PLANNING CONSULTANTS
Planning consulting firm owner.

1981-1989 SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER
Urban Planner/Paralegal
Reviewed planning and environmental review documents for adequacy,
advised on planning and environmental review processes, prepared
planning documents, and provided expert witness testimony.

1981-1983 MUNDIE & ASSOCIATES
Economic and Environmental Planner;
Project Manager for preparation of agricultural land analyses, planning
dacuments and environmental impact reports.

1979-1980 EDAW, INC,
Project Manager:
Projects included drafting of general plans, specific plans, emvironmental
documents, and project design plans.

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS

American Institute of Certified Planners (AICF)
American Planning Association (APA)

EDUCATION

USC GRADUATE SCHOOL OF URBAN AND REGIONAL PLANNING
Masters degree in City and Regional Planning

STANFORD UNIVERSITY
Bachelors degree in Urban Studies
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RECENT PROJECTS

Santa C Parks and Re i ment: Currently working with
M Associates, Inc, to assist the Department to develep a Countywide Strategic
Plan primarily directed ot managing and improving existing parks and recreation
facilities. Work effort includes: 1) working with the Advisory Committee to
develop the Strategic Plan and dreft action plans, including a resource
management plan, and 2) facilitating public workshops related to Plan
development. Reference; Lisa Killough, Assistant Director, {408) 355-2219,

Santa Clara County Land Trast;  Assisted the Land Trust te develop an
agriculiural conservation strategy for agricultural lands adjacent to Gilroy and

Morgzan Hill (a willing seller/sgricultural easement program). Reference: Nancy
Richardson, Executive Director, (408) 224-0114

David and Lucile Packard Foundation - Conserving California Landscapes
Initistive Grantt Developed a Conservation Plan for the Central Coast of
California, including Monterey, Santa Cruz and Santa Clara counties. The Plan
identifies “no regrets” acquisition parcels based on habitat, agricultural and scenic
wvalues and identifies long-term conservation strategies. Reference:  Bill Leahy,
The Mature Conservancy, (415) 777-0487.

Mid-Peninsulz Regional Open Space District:  Currently working with M
Associates, Inc., 1o assist the District in ils proposed boundary change to includs
San Maten Coast within its jurisdiction. The work effort includes: 1) facilitating
meetings of the Advisory Committee, and 2) development of a project
description for the area including acquisiion and management policies,
preparation of the Local Agency Formation Commission annexation applications,
and responsibility for the LAFCO process, Reference; Craig Britton, General
Manager (650) 691-1200.

City_of Livermore Hasbitat Conservation Plas:  Advised the City on the
development of a Memorandum of Agreement with the USFWS and CDFG for

the completion of a regional HCP. Obtained a Section & Grant for the City's
effort. Reference: Marc Roberts, Commumity Development Director, (925) 373-
5200,

Doy Conservation apd Development Commission (BCDC):  Assisted in the
development of a revised San Francisco Bay Plan that will result in (1) additional
piers being removed to create new public open spaces and bay views, (2) new
land uses in return for new public plazas in conjunction with development, and
{3) public access within and around piers. Reference: Jeff Blanchfield, Director
of Planning.
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= Infill Working Group: Assisted Environment Now to launch an “Infill Working
Group,” including representatives of the development community, the State
Department of Housing and Commurnity Development and Caltrans to develop a
model infill assessment methodology. The work efforts includes facilitation of
the Infill Working Group monthly meetings. Funding provided by an
Environmental Equity grant from Caltrans, and matching funding from
Environment Mow and the City and County of Los Angeles. Reference: Dave
Myerson, Environment Now (310) 828-5568.

»  Marin Local Agency Formation Commission: Assisted in the review of Sphere's
of Influences (SO1I's) in response to the Hertzberg amendments to the Cortese-
Enox-Hertberg Local Government Reorganization Act, Currently working on
the Southern Marin Sphere of Influence report, which includes a public agency
and community outreach component, Reference: Peter Banning, Executive
Officer (415) 446-4409.

» Monterey County Planning:  Currently assisting local community groups m
Monterey County to promete policies that are supportive of “smart growth” and
resource conservation in the County General Plan update. The effort includes
significant community outreach and agency coordination. Reference:  Jean
Driscoll, Resources Law Group.

* City of Li re: Assisted the City in preparing general plan amendments, and
a specific plan for the South Livermore Valley “winecountry.” The plans were
developed collaboratively with members of the community and landowners. The
plan includes: (1) fees and dedication requirements in retum for limited, clustered
new development; (2) development of a model conservation eagsement; (3)
transfer of development rights to protect open space; and (4) protection of up to.
10,000 acres of agricultural lands heyond an urban growth boundary. The effort
also resulted in the launching of a land trust and a voter approved urban growth

boundary.
»  Silicon Valley Conservation Council: Assisted in the passage of a local measure

io raise funding for open space in the region Headed up the campaign and
public ocutreach effort, which will raise 58 million per year for open space
acquisition and management, The Courcil includes representatives of the Silicon
Valley Manufacturing Group, Cisco Systems, Greenbelt Alliance, the Santa
Clara County Land Trust and Santa Clara County Open Space Authority, The
Mature Conservancy, among other groups

» The Nature Conservancy and Sierra Los Tulares Land Trust: Currently assisting
these organizations to develop a conservation plan for Tulare County and to
develop strategies for agricultural and habitat land conservation. Reference: Alex
Mas, TNC (415) 777-D487.
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* Endangered Habitats League:  Provide ongoing assistance reviewing and
commenting on general plan updates and environmental documents for Qrange,
San Bernadine, San Diego and Riverside counties. Assisting in the development
of a transfer of development nghts concept to address mral propeny rights
issues in San Diego County, Reference: Dan Silver, Director (323-654-1456),

=  Cambra Ping Forest Committee: Prepared a “white paper” on alternative
orgamizational structures and funding sowrces for the management of the
remaining stands of native Monterey Pine forest in San Luis Obispo County.
Reference: Paul Cylinder, JTones and Stokes (916)373-T000
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Michael D. White, Ph.D.—Curriculum Vitae

e ——

@8 Conservation Biology Institute
i San Diego OfTice

51 Comigh Drive

Encinitas, CA 92024

Phone: (760)634-1590

Fox  (T60)634-15%0

Email: mdwhite@conshio.org

SUMMARY

Dr. White has over 16 years of experience conducting ecological research, species and
habitat conservation programs, and impact assessmenl atpdies  throughout  the
Southwestern U.S. and the Pacific Rim. His project experience includes multiple species
conservation planning, lake management and water quality assessments, riparian and
stream assessments and restoration, agquatic invertebrate ecology, ecological risk
assessments, environmental impact analyses, resource management plans, and regulatory
compliance for wetlands and endangered species. Dr. White has extensive limnclogical
cxpericnce, and his technical expertise includes the ecclogy of afguatic and riparan
habitats, water rescurces management, use of GIS for environmental analyses,
experimental design and statistical analysis of ecological data, aquatic invertebrate
sampling techniques, and physical and chemical measurements and analyses in aguatic
systems. His research explores the interrelationship of hydrological and biological
parameters and how they are influenced by land use and water management practices.

Dr. White is currently developing habitat management plans for preserve arcas within the
San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) preserve system, developing
and assisting with the implementation of regional biological monitoring programs, and
advising state and federal agencies on the development of a data management system for
regional biological monitoring data.  He is also providing technical support for several
regional conservation planning and biological monitoring projects in San Diego County.
These technical efforts involve coordination with local governmental agencies {e.g., City
of San Diego, San Diego Association of Governments), state and federal wildlifie and land
management agencies (ie, California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Burean of Land Management), local academic and research institutions
{San Diego State University, San Diego Natural History Museum, 1.8 Gealogical
Survey, San Diego Supercomputer Center) and non-governmental organizations (eg., The
Mature Conservancy, Pronatura, Mational Wildlife Federation, Southwest Wetlands
Interpretive Association, Endangered Habitats League, Back Country Land Trust). Dr.
White alse serves on the Technical Advisory Committee of the Sun Diego Tracking Team,
a volunteer orpanization that conducts wildlife tracking studies and promotes
environmental awareness in San Diego County.
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Dr. White is a board member of the Conservation Biology Institute and manages the
Institute’s Southwestern Operations office. He is an Adjunct Associate Professor in the
Biology Department and a Faculty Associate at the Center for Inland Waters at San Diego
State University. Dr. White has taught a course in environmental policy and regulations at
San Diego State University, and he regularly lectures on a variety of subjects, inchuding
habitat conservation planning, experimental design and statistical analysis, limnology and
aguatic ecology, and ecological risk assessment.

EDUCATION

PhD. Ecology, San Diego Stale University and Univessity of California, Davis, 1991,
Dissertation: Horizontal distribution of pelagic zooplankton in relation to predation
gradients. _

B.A. Ecology, Behavior and Evolution, University of California, San Diego, 1982

PERSONAL

Born July 20, 1960, Los Angeles, California (citizen ol .5 A
Married.

PROFESSIONAL DRGANIZATIONS AND AFFILIATIONS

Adjunct Profiessor, San Diego State University

Faculty Associate, Center for Inland Waters, San Diego State University
Society for Conservation Biology

Ecological Society of America - Certified Senior Ecolomst
American Fisheries Society

American Seciety for Limnology and Oceanography
Societas Internationalis Limnologiae

Morth American Lake Mansgement Society

Society for Conservation GIS

Southwest Association of Naturalists

Anizona Riparian Council

Dr. White holds an Endangered Species Act 10{a)(1HA} Scientific Collecting Permit
(¥TE027425-0) for the following species listed under the Act:
» Conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta conservatio)
Longhorn fairy shrimp (Branchinecia longiantenna)
Riverside fairy shrimp (Sireprocephals woorioni)
San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandeigonensis)
Vemal pool fairy shrimp (Bramhinecta lynchi)
Vemal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepichirus packardl)
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EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

July 1999 — present, Senior Ecologist and Manager of the Southwest Operations office of
the Conservation Biology Institute, San Diego, California. Providing administrative and
fiscal oversight of a four-person operation with revenues of approximately B500K/vr
Responsibilities include proposal preparation, oversight of office contracts, staff
timekeeping and project tracking, accounts payable, accounts receivable, and project
management,

September 1991 - presen:.  Adjunct Professor, San Diego State University, San Diego
California.

July 1898 — July 1999, Senior Technical Specialist. Ogden Environmental and Energy
Services Co., Inc, San Diego, California. Responsibilities incleded providing technical
oversight of the Lower Colorado River Multiple Species Conservation Program project
and senior technical support of project staff.

January 1997 — June 1998, Manager, Aquatic Sciences Group. Ogden Environmental and
Energy Services Co., Inc., San Diego, California. Managed a group of nine professional
aquatic scientists with revenues of approximately $2M/year. Responsibilities included
administration, marketing and proposal preparation, strategic planning, annual budgeting
and performance tracking, timekeeping oversight, personnel supervision (including direct
supervision of four professional biologists), project management, and project technical
support.

January 1994 — December 1996, Deputy Manager, Biclogical Resources Group, Ogden
Environmental and Energy Services Co., Inc., San Diego, California. Deputy manager for
a group of 23 professional biologists. Responsbilities included, marketing and proposal
preparation, strategic planning, annual budgeling, group health and safety program
oversight, personnel supervision (including direct supervision of five professional
biologists), project management, and project technical support.

September 1989 — July 1994, Senior Ecologist, Ogden Environmental and Energy
Services Co., Inc, San Diego, California.  Responsibilities included marketing and
proposal preparation, project management, project lechnical support, and direct
supervision of three professional biologists.

Beptember 1983 — December 1990, Graduate Assistant, San Diego State University, San
Diggo, California.

Tuly 1984 - June 1985 Graduste Assistanl, UC Davis Tahoe Research Group, Lake
Tzhoe City and Davis, California.
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PROJECT EXPERIENCE
RecioNal HABITAT COMSERVATION PLANNING, MONITORING, AND MANAGEMENT

South Coast Missing Linkages Project — South Coast Wildlands Project. Working
on a project in partnership with the South Coast Wildlands Project, The Mature
Conservancy, and Pronatura to conduet planning studies on five important habitat linkages
in the U.S.-Mexico border region. The Conservation Biology Institute is taking the lead
on two of the five linkages. One is linking Mational Forest land in the Laguna Mountains
with important habitats in Baja California through the Campo Valley area of San Diego
County. The other is lnking habitats in the Jacumba Mountains with those in the Sierra
Juarez in Baja California. The project will result in a detailed comprehensive report
deseribing threats and conservation opportunities for each of the five linkages described
above. The report will also evaluate the likely biological impacts of losing ecoregional
connectivity in these areas,

Habitat Management Planning for the Lake Hodges/San Pasqual Valley MSCP
Preserve Area — City of San Diego. Project manager for the development of a habitat
management plan for the over 9,000-acres Lake Hodges/San Pasqual Valley MSCP
Preserve Area Coordinating a team of specialists associated with CBI, local biologists,
the U.5. Geological Survey, and San Diego State University to conduct baseling surveys
and map the distributions of key resources, including vegetation communities, rare plants,
Hermes Copper butterflies, herpetofauna (including arroyo southwestern toad), and
breeding riparian birds (including least Bell’'s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher)
The management plan will address issues such as control of adjacent land use impacts, fire
managsment, recreational access, fencing, exotic species control, monitoring, and
research.

Multiple Species Conservation Program - City of San Diego Clean Water Program.
Participated in development of a conservation and management plan for federally listed
species and key candidate species and their habitats in a S00-square-mile area in San
Diego County. Coordinated the development of a GIS-based habitat evaluation maodel,
prepared hydrologic management guidelines for the preserve system, and assisted with
development of the species and habitat monitoring program for the preserve system.

Regional Conservation Planning and Constraints Analyses for Eastern San Diego
Mountains — The Nature Conservancy, Worked with The Nature Conscrvancy and a
team of regional scientific experts to prioritize conservation opportunities for a 400,000-
acre area in San Diego County that includes the headwaters of five major watersheds. The
study involved development and review of a spatial and non-spatial database for the area,
identification of regionally important resources and landscape connections, and a gap
analysis to identify regionally important resources that were in private ownership and
zoned for development or agriculiure. CBI identificd and evaluated the potential effects
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of land uses and other stressors, including those that may affect downstream portions of
the watersheds. CBI and a team of scientists conducted biological surveys of selected
properties. As a result of the studies, CBI prepared a conservation strategy report that
identifics conservation priorities, research needs, land use constraints, potentially
compatible land uses and appropriate locations, restoration opportunitics, and habitat
management goals,

MSCP Monitoring Program Coordination — California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and City of San Diego.
Working with the City of San Diego and other San Diego County jurisdictions, UUSFWE,
and CDFG to implement the Subregional Biological Monitoring Program for the San
Diego MSCP. As part of this effort, CBI is compiling an inventory of existing monitoring
efforts in western San Diego County, developing a strategic framework of the roles and
responsibilities of the monitoring partners, refining biological monitoring protocols,
developing structures and protocols for managing large biological databases, formulating a
strategy for developing a centralized database repository, and developing a web site to
dizseminate MSCP-related information to the public

Regional Biological Monitoring Plan for the Multiple Habitats Conservation
Program — San Diego Association of Governments. Developing a regional biclogical
menitoring plan for the North Coastal San Diego County Multiple Habitats Conservation
Program (MHCP). The plan is being developed in coordination with the California
Depariment of Fish and Game and the U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service and the seven Morth
San Diego County cities participating in the MHCP. The MHCP biological monitoring
program is intended to provide a systematic data collection effort to gauge the progress
and success of the habitat preserve system  The plan addresses regional monitoring
objectives and describes specific monitoring approaches for riparian communities, uplands,
vernal pools, coastal lagoons, and wildlife movement corndors within the preserve system.

Monitoring Program for the Santa Margarita River — The Nature Conscrvancy.
Developed a program to monitor future potential changes on the Santa Marganta River
associated with modification of base flows resulting from a water rights settlement on the
river. Base flow augmentation resulting from the settlement has been designed to mimic
natural discharge patterns historically observed in the river. The monitoring plan was
structured around geomorphically distinct reaches of the river that are anticipated to
respond similarly to river hydrology. Elements considered in the monitoring plan include
biclogical resources (riparian and coastal stream communities), water quality, discharge,
and channel geomorphics. The objective of the monitoring program is 1o guantify
conditions prior to the modification of base flows and to track changes flowing base flow
augmentation.

Habitat Management Planning for the Marron Valley Preserve Area — City of San
Diego. Project manager for the development of a habitat management plan for the 2,600-
acre Marron Valley MSCP Preserve Area. Coordinating a team of biologsts associated
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with CBL, the 1.8, Geological Survey, and the San Diego Natural History Muscum 1o
conduct baseline surveys and map the distributions of key resources, including vegetation
communities, rare plants, Quino checkerspot butterflies, herpetofauna {inchuding arroyo
southwestern toad), and breeding riparian birds (including least Bell's vireo and
southwestern willow flycatcher). Dr. White conducted surveys for the endangered San
Diego fairy shrimp in vernal pools on the property. The management plan will address
issues such as cattle grazing, fire management, access, fencing, exotic species control,
monitoring, and research.

Wildlife Corridor Monitoring Study — City of Poway and City of San Diego, The
study evaluated the use of designated wildlife comridors by target mammal species,
including mountain lions, bobeats, coyntes, mule deer. Field monitoring was conducted in
the Los Penasquitos, Carmel Valley, Carmel MountainDel Mar Mesa, and eastern Poway
areas by a graduate student and by a local volunteer organization using different
methodologies. CBI analyzed the data generated to assess the functionality of the wildlife
corridors and to compare the methods.

Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Program — National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation. Served as a technical consultant to the plan development team for
the Lower Colorado River Multiple Species Conservation Program (LCR MSCF). The
LCR MSCP plan is being prepared for a consortium of federal and state agencies
(California, Nevada, and Arizona), water and hydropower interests, and Mative American
Tribal governments. The LCR MSCP was initiated to optimize opportunities for current
and future water and power development in the lower Colorado River basin, while
working towards conservation of listed and seleeted unlisted species and their habitats in
compliance with hoth the federal and California Endangered Species Acts. The result of
the plan will be the issuance of incidental take authorizations under Sections 7 and
10(a)(1 }B) of the Endangered Species Act, and Section 2835 of the Califormia Natural
Communities Conservation Program Act for those species deemed to be adequately
addressed by the plan, through a combination of conservation, management, restoration,
and operational measures.

Responsibilities include providing overall technical oversight for the project team. Current
efforts involve the development of a conservation strategy for the program and
alternatives for evaluation under the California Environmental Quality Act and MNational
Environmental Policy Act. The conservation strategy will involve a strong riparian habitat
restoration component, which invalves integrating the requirements of riparian species
with the hydrologic and hydraulic conditions on the river in light of future water
management scenarios (e.g, intrastate water transfers to achieve compliance with
California’s 4.4 Plan, offstream storage and interstate transfer rules). Implementation off
the conservation strategy will have to consider large-scale water manapement activities
and water accounting practices dictated by the large body of legislation and court decrees
collectively known as the Law of the River.

L] Conservation Biology Instituie
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-875



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Michael Ib. White, Ph.D.
Page 7

CONSERVATION OUTREACH, TRAINING, AND EDUCATION

San Dieguito River Watershed Information System — San Dieguito River Valley
Conservancy. Directing the development of a Geographic Information System (GIS)
based information system that will assist the Conservancy and the San Dieguito River
Valley Jnint Pawers Authority (JPA) with planning, land acquisition and conservation, and
commumity outreach. The project has been funded by the San Diego Foundation The
i315 tool will combine available regional data layers such as land use, land ownership,
biological resources information, topography, water resources information, and political
boundaries, into a user-friendly mapping and analysis tool, The tool will allow staff at the
Conservancy and JPA to combine various data layers for environmental analyses, to track
resource and land status in the watershed, and to create maps and displays for outreach
PUrposes.

Aquatic Ecology Training Program — Campo Environmental Protection Agency.
Conducted training of tribal members working for the Campo Band of Mission Indians
Environmental Protection Agency (Campo EPA) in aquatic and riparian resource ecology,
inventory, and restoration, The program was funded under Section 106 of the Clean
Water Act. The ultimate goal of the program was to provide tribal members sufficient
training to allow for an efficient and effective transition of delegation of authority over
water resources matters to the Campo Band. Conducted iraining in riparian ecology,
aquatic invertebrate ecology, Rapid Bioassessment Protocols, and stream and riparian
restoration techniques.

Lake Ecology Display - City of San Diego. Developed an educational display for “Lake
Day" spongored by the City of San Diego Recreational Lakes Program and held at Lake
Morena, San Diego County, California. The display included a presentation of physical
dynamics of lake (thermal stratification and turnover), oxygen dynamics, microscope
viewing of zooplankton, and a listing of local fish species. Questions from the public were
entertained,

TECHNICAL STUDIES

The Influence of Watershed Development on the Hydrology and Biology of Los
Peiiasquitos Creek — The San Diego Foundation Blasker Rose-Miah Fund. Dr
White was awarded a research grant for this project in watershed of Los Pefasquitos
Creek. The Los Pefiasquitos Creek watershed is a small coastal watershed in San Diego,
California thar contains significant areas of conserved natural habitats. The study will
examine how patterns of land use change in the Los Pefiasquitos Creek watershed have
affected downstream hydrology of the creek, channel geomorphology, and associated
riparian vegetation communities.

Salton Sea Water Quality Management Project — Sallon Sea Autherity. Project
manager for a program funded under a USEPA Clean Lakes Grant, which summarized
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and presented environmental and economic analyses of salinity and surface elevation
management alternatives at the Salton Sea. Contracted with the Salton Sea Authority, 2
Joint Powers Authority comprised of the counties of Imperial and Riverside, the Imperial
Irrigation District, and the Coachella Valley Water District. The purpose of the project
was to identify, summarize, and evaluate alternatives for managing the salinity and
elevation of the Salton Sea. The project entailed interaction with the USEPA, 115, Army
Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California
Department of Fish and Game, Regional Water Quality Control Board, California
Environmental Protection Agency, and local citizens groups to identify and summarize
their concerns.

Guajome Lake Water Quality Assessment Project — County of San Diego. FProject
manager for a water quality study at Guajome Lake in northern San Diego County funded
under the U.%. Environmental Protection Agency's (USEPA) Clean Lakes Program. The
focus of the project was to characterize water quality in the lake through field sampling
and chemical analysis of soil, sediment, stream flow, and lake water 1o identify pollution
problems in the lake and its watershed. The project included preparation of a Quality
Assurance Project Plan (QAPP), assessing historic uses of agricultural chemicals in the
watershed, estimating sediment and chemical constituent loadings to the lake with
watershed modeling techniques, developing and assessing pallution control measures, and
developing poliution control and water quality monitoring programs for the lake.

San Diego River Live Stream Discharge Studies — City of San Diego. Biology task
manager for analysis of potential effects of live stream discharge of reclaimed water to the
San Diego River. Objectives of the study were to determine the feasibility of a live stream
discharge program in light of the potential effects to wetlands (including habitat for the
endangered least Bell's vireo), aguatic fuma, water quality, and public health.
Responsibilities included an assessment of the effects of varying quantities of live stream
discharge on fisheries habitat, riparian and salt marsh wetlands, wetland-associated
terrestrial species, and disease vectors. Completion of this task required interpretation of
the QUALZE water quality model output and hydraulic modeling output.

Olivenhain Reservoir Limnological Assessment — Olivenhain Water District. Project
manager and technical lead for the assessment of anticipated hmnological conditions of a
planned reservoir in San Diego County. The assessment projected anticipated thermal
stratification and dynamics of nutrients, dissolved oxygen., and other water guality
constituents.  Recommended design features to better manage water quality in the
reservodr, including a multi-port outlet tower to allow selective withdrawals, artificial
circulation/hypolimnetic acration, and a separate infet structure for aqueduct inflows

Fairy Shrimp Survey and Assessments — Twentynine Palms Marine Corps Air
Ground Combat Center. Task manager overseeing field surveys of anostracans
{primarily fairly shrimp) in desert playas and impact assessments of base operations on
these resources. Field surveys imvolved collecting samples of sediments containing
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anostracan eggs that were reared in coatrolled conditions in the laboratory. The impact
assessment primarily evaluated the effects of vehicle traffic (e.g., tanks and armored
personel carriers) to desert playa habitats,

Fairy Shrimp Surveys - Rancho del Rey, City of Chula Vista. Performed field
surveys of remnant vernal pools on Otay Mesa to characterize the fairy shrimp fauna on a
proposed development site.

Fisheries Survey — Newhall Land and Farming. Conducted a field survey of native
fishes in the Santa Clara River, Los Angeles County, California, as part of an emergency
road crossing project. The purpose of the survey was to document the species present in
the study area and to relocate fish potentially impacted by construction operations to areas
outside of the impact zone as conditioned in the California Department of Fish and Game
Streambed Alteration Agreement for the project. Species of particular interest were
threespined stickleback (Gasterostens aculearns), arroyo chub (Gila orcutt), and Santa
Ana sucker (Catostomus sarmioamnae).

Impacts of Threadfin Shad on Largemouth Bass — San Diego State University.
Participated in a project to examine the impacts of threadfin shad introductions on aguatic
biota in soathern California reservoirs. Sampled fish and plankton, conducted physical and
chemical anatyses, and conducted echosounding in six lakes in San Diego County.
Identified zooplankton and provided statistical review,

Impacts of Opossum Shrimp on Zooplankton — Tahoe Research Group. Participated
in a project assessing the impacts of opossum shrimp (Mysis relicta) introductions on
Lake Tahoe zooplankton Installed experimental enclosures with scuba, sampled and
counted zooplankton, and analyzed data  Performed a vanety of routine limnological
analyses such as collection of temperature, oxvgen, and nutrient profiles. Conducted
short-term opossum shrimp feeding experiments.

EMVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS AND REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

Evaluation of the Cabo San Quintin Development Project and Environmental
Impact Study — pro esteros and Endangered Habitats League. Conducted an
evaluation of the proposed Cabo San Quintin development plan and associated Mexican
environmental impact study (Manifestacion de Impacto Ambiental) for the Punto Mazo
peninsula, San Quintin, Baja California, Mexico. The evaluation discussed inadequacies
and inconsistencies of the environmental analysis, and presented an mdependent analysis of
key project features and their potential impacts. Key points discussed in the evaluation
included the inadequate consideration of Mexican endangered species laws, state land use
regulations, potable and irrigation water supply issues, waste water treatment and
potential nutrient loading, potential effects of marina dredging on the Bahia San Quintin,
potential impacts to endemic species and sensitive habitats, and potential socioeconomic
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impacts associated with the increased regional infrastructure and services needs that would
result from implementing the project.

Wetlands Permitting, Mission Valley West Light Rail Transit — Metropolitan
Transit Development Board. Project manager responsible for coordinating wetlands and
endangered species permitting for the Mission Valley West Light Rail Transit project
Conducted a Section 404(b}{ 1) alternatives analysis, selected potential riparian mitigation
sites, acted as permitting agency liaison, coordinated development of a wetlands mitigation
plan, conducted U, S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 and California Department of Fish and
{Game Streambed Alteration Agreement permitting, and coordinated Section 7
consultation for the endangered least Bell's vireo,

Wetlands Permitting and Mitigation Flan, East Mission Gorge Sewer Intcrceptor
Force Main and Pump Station = City of San Diego Water Utilities Department.
Prepared a detailed wetlands mitigation plan for impacts associated with the construction
of a sewage pump station and force main. The wetlands mitigation plan was developed in
consultation with the U8, Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and
Game, and City of San Diego, The mitigation plan was required for the U S, Army Corps
of Engineers’ Section 404 and California Department of Fish and Game 1601 permitting
process.

EcoLoGICAL HISK ASSESSMENTS

Ecological Risk Assessment, U.S. Naval Activities (NAVACTS), Guam — U.S, Navy.
Coordinated investigations in support of ecological risk assessments for terrestrial and
freshwater habitats at four sites at MAVACTS Guam. Field studies included mapping and
characterization of vegetation and wildlife habitat, floral and faunal inventories, collection
of soils and sediments for toxicity tests and chemical analyses, and analysis of resident
biota for contaminant bioaccumulation, This information was compared to data from
offsite reference areas. These data were used to develop preliminary ecological nsk
assessments evaluating the potential risk that the chemicals onsite posed to aguatic and
terresirial communities. Of special concern was the potential for adverse impacts to the
endangered Mariana common moorhen, which utilizes freshwater marshes in the ares
Chemicals of concern for these sites included metals, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCRs), dioxing, petreleum hydrocarbons, and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
{PAHz).

Ecological Risk Assessment, Old WESTPAC Site, NAVACTS, Guam - U.5. Navy.
Coordinated field studies at NAVACTS, Guam to sample soils and freshwater sediments
for chemical analyses and toxicity tests. Collected aquatic and terrestrial organisms for
tissue analyses to determine bisaccumulation of chemicals found ongite  These data were
used 1o develop a preliminary ecological risk assessment evaluating the potential risk that
the chemicals onsite posed te aquatic and terrestrial communities. OF particular concern
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were wetlands supporting the endangered Mariana common moorhen. Chemicals of
concem included metals, pesticides, PCBs, petrolenm hydrocarbons, and PAHs.

Ecological Risk Assessment RCRA Facilities Investigation — Rocketdyne Division,
Boeing North American. Task mamager oversccing the development of ecological risk
assessments at 36 sites at the 2,500-acre Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) for the
Rocketdyne Division of Boeing North American, Supervised bislogists conducting
extensive field surveys of the SSFL that involved vegetation community mapping, rare
plant surveys, and wildlifc species inventones. Coordinated with the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) on development of a series of “white
papers” describing the approach and methodologies that will ultimately be emploved to
conduct the risk assessments for the SSFL., The white papers dealt with issues such as
determining background cuncentrations, sclecting contaminants of concern, proposed
conceptual site models, calculation of exposure point concentrations, development of
exposure model parameters, and risk-based decision criteria.

PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS
PUBLICATIONS AND REPORTS

White MD. In MS. A new record of Branchinecta sandiegonensis in Marron Valley,
San Diego County, California. Submitted to The Soutfestern Neturalist

White M.D. and KA Greer. 2002, The Effects of Watershed Urbanization on Stream
Hydrologic Characteristics and Riparian Vegetation of Los Pefiasquitos Creel,
California.  Prepared for the San Diego Foundation. July. (MS in prep. For
submission to Wetlands).

Strittholt, J R, N.L. Stauss, and M.D. White. 2000, Importance of Bureau of Land
Munagement Roadless Areas in the Western U.S. A Prepared for the National Bureau
of Land Management Wilderness Campaign by the Conservation Biclogy Institute.
MWlarch

White, M.D. 1999, The Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Program,
Arizara Riparian Couret! Newsletter 12(1). January.

White, M.D. 1998  Horizontal distribution of pelagic zooplankion in relation to
predation gradients. Ecography 21:44-62

Hurlbert, 8 H and M.D. White. 1994 Experiments with invertebrate zooplanktivores:
Quality of statistical analysis. Bulletin of Marine Science 53(2).128-153.
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White, M.D. 1993,  Morphological characteristics of threespined sticklebacks
(Gasterosteus aculeatus) from the Sweetwater River, San Diego County, California
Proceedings of the Western Assoclation of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 73rd Anrmal
Conference. Pages 219-224. July,

PRESENTATIONS

White, MD. 2002. A review of the ecological effects of roads with examples from
Couthern California. Presented to the Mational Research Council Committes on the
Ecological Impacts of Road Density. Newport Beach, California. Tune.

White, M.D. and J.A. Stalleup. 2000, The Lower Colorado River — Conservation
planning in a degraded riverine ecosystem. Presented at the Society of Conservation
Biology Annual Meeting, Missoula, Montana. June.

White, M.D, 1908, Moderator for a panel discussion on salinity and surface elevation
matagement options for the Salion Sea  Salton Sea Symposium II.  La Quinta,
California. January,

White, M.D. 1995, Managing salinity and surface elevation at the Salton Sea, Califormia.
Presanted at the American Society of Civil Engineers Annual Convention 95, San
Diego, California. October.

White, M.ID 1993, Morphological characteristics of threespined sticklebacks
{Gasterosteny aeuleatus) from the Sweetwater River, San Diego County, California.
Presented at the American Fisheries Society Western Division Annual Conference,
Sacramento, California, July,

White, M.D. 1991, Horizontal distribution of zooplankton in relation to predation
gradients. Presented at the Zooplankton Ecology Symposium, Lawrence University,
Appleton, Wisconsin, August,

Hurlbert, S.H. and M.D, White. 1991, Quality of statistical analyses in studies on the
effects of invertebrate zooplanktivores. Presented at the Zooplankion Ecology
Sympesium, Lawrence University, Appleton, Wisconsin, August

White, M.D_, T. Morrizon, G. Orlob, H. Chang and C. Nordby. 1991, An environmental
assessment of the potertial effects of live stream discharge of reclaimed water to the
Sen Diege River. Presented at the Symposium on Water Supply and Water Reuse:
1991 and beyond. American Water Resources Assodiation, San Diego, Cahfornia,

June.
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White, MD. 1989 The role of vertebrate and invertebrate predation gradilema in
producing horizontal heterogeneity of zooplankton populations.  Symposium on
Intrazooplankton Predation, University of Sao Paulo, Sao Carlos, Brasil. June,

Hurlbert, S.H. and M.D. White 1989 A review of the experimental jn!.ra:mnplamgmn
predation literature with emphasis on experimental design and analysis. Symposiom
on Intrazooplankton Predation, University of Sao Paulo, Sao Carlos, Brasil. June.

White, MD. 1989. Evidence for diel horizontal migrations of an invertebrate predator,
Mesocyclops edax.  Southern California Academy of Sciences Annual Meeting,
Thousand Oaks, California. May,

White, M. 1988,  Predation-induced horizental zeoplankton gradjents._ El:n]ogy
Supplement 6%(2) pg. 340. Ecological Society of America Annual Meeting, Davis,
California. August.
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INVITED LECTURES AND TEACHING

March 2001, Guest lecturer in Ecology of the Colorade River Delta, San Diego State
University. Topics: Colorado River law, river operations, and the Multiple Species
Conservation Program.

Fall Semester 2000,  Environmental Policy and Regulation (Biology 538) — San Diego
State University. Curriculum covers aquatic and wetland ecology, jurisdictional wetland
determinations, Clean Water Act, CWA section 404 permitting, California Fish and Game
Code, California Regional Water Quality Control Plans, California Environmental Chaality
Act, Mational Environmental Policy Act, Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, Federal
Endangered Species Act, California Endangered Species Act, Habitat Conservation Plang,
local governmental ordinances and regulations, and presentation by environmental non-
governmental organzations.

Movember 2000, Guest lecturer in Conservation Ecology, San Diego State University
Department of Biology. Topic: Conservation planning in practice.

January 2000, Invited speaker at the Strategic Planning Education Seminar of the
Coalition for the Sonoran Desert Protection Plan.  Topic:  Use of science in habitat

conservation planning,

October 1999, Guest lecturer for the San Dicgo State University Department of Biclogy
Graduate Student Seminar Series. Topic: Habitat Conservation Planning on the Lower
Colorado River.

March 1999 Guest locturer in Ecology of the Colorade River Delta, San Diege State
University Department of Biology, Topic: Lower Colorado River Multi-Species
Conservation Program.,

February 1997, Guest lecturer in Topics in Toxicology, San Diego State University
Graduate Scheol of Public Health, Topic: Ecological Risk Assessment.

March 1996, Guest lecturer in Topics in Toxicology, San Diego State University
Graduate School of Public Health. Topic: Ecological Risk Assessment.

April 1995 Reviewed manuseripts for the “Ecological Risk Assessment” conference
Society of Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry {SETAC) Special Publication,

March 1995, Guest lecturer in Topics in Toxicology, San Diego State University
Graduate School of Public Health. Topie: Ecological Risk Assessment

April 1994, Guest lecturer in Topics in Toxicology, San Diego State University Graduate
School of Public Health, Topic; Ecological Risk Assessment.
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Spring Semester 1992,  Environmental Assessment (Environmental Studies 105) —
University of San Diego. Curriculum covered general ecological principels, regional
ecology, California Environmental Quality Act/National Environmental Policy Act, Clean
Water Act, Rivers and Harbors Act, Endangered Species Act, local government
ordinances and policies, and biolagical impact assessment issues and methodologies.

February 1990, Guest lecturer in Experimental Design, San Diego State University
Department of Biology. Topic: Data Transformations,

April 1988. Guest lecturer in Experimental Design at San Diego State University. Topic:
Split-plot and Repeated Measures Designs.

March 1988, Guest lecturer in Limnology, San Diego State University. Topic: Physical
Limnology. g

April 1986, Guest lecturer in Limnology, San Diego State University. Topic: Benthic

Ecology.
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Maorthstar Village at Lake Tahoe

_Completing the Vision
at Northetas...

Exeiting winter
and a wide vari
And now it’s going to get even better, thanks to the  activities all yea
long-awaited completion of the original make Northstar
community plan! place to Img—u

Northstar is a great resort

MNorthstar opened in 1972, and over the years, has
become a popular destination ski resort for skiers and
snowboarders of all levels. Northstar’s parent company,
Booth Creek ki Holdings, Inc., has recently spent
more than %15 million to improve the guest experience,
including new mountain restaurants, a children’s
snowsports center, state-of-the-art snowmaking
expansions and grooming equipment, new trails, snow
= toys and a nighttime adventure park.

View our new Video for more information.

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003
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Morthstar Village Page 1 of 12

Completing the Vision

at Noathstar...

b -+

L4
&

[ Qu

(). Why is there 3 need to change Northstar?

Q. How many houses or rooms are expected to be built in
the next 15 years?

). Will new homeowners be allowed Lo use existing
Northstar facilities?

. Will there be separate homeowner associations?
0, Are any further County approvals needed?

(). How does the Martis Valley Community Plan update
affect the process?

(). How do new state environmental laws apply?

(). How is the new development going 1o affect existing
property values?

). How will vou prevent overcrowding?
Q. What will new Village development look like?
0. How will vou protect Tahoee from looking like

Colorado?
0. How do we know that these developments will be
completed?

). What is the relationship betwesn Northstar and East

West Partners?

(). Will time share units be allowed?

). How will time share units be counted?

Q. How will existing traffic problems be solved?

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Marthstar Village

Imperial Bank of Commerce (CIBC). East West's financial
partners include Crescent Real Estate Equities Company
(MYSE:CEI) and Crescent Operating, Inc. (Nasdag:COPI)
located in Fort Worth, Texas,

East West does not do small, short-lerm projects. When
the company decides to undertake projects in an area, il
makes a long-term commitment to the community. For
north Tahoe, East West has established a local effice in
Truckee with partner Roger Lessman in charge. Akeyto
East West’s commitment to an area is local decision-
malking. Local East West decision-malkers who live and
work in the community call the shots, not executives in
far-off states,

Since Booth Creek acquired Northstar in 1996, it has
invested more than $15 million in capital improvements
in the resort, and many mere are planned for the future.

{Return to top)

(). What's the relationship between
the two companies?

A, Northstar and East West Partners are pariners. Each
company brings different expertise to the table. Northstar
expertise is in resort operations, Northstar will work to
develop a vision, and continue to ensure a fun, safe and
playful environment that is surrounded by the best guest
services. East West Partners is a pre-eminent mountain
resort developer with decades of experience weaving all-
geason sports and recreation into high quality living
environments.

(Return 1o top)

0. Are there restrictions on time

A The Northstar Property Owners Association (NPOA)
has adopted covenants that allow interval ownerships of
11 owners or fewer per unit. When new units are
developed at Narthstar, NPOA members may be asked o
vote on whether the new units will be annexed into NPO.
If units are annexed into NPOA, existing covenants
regarding time shares would apply.

Morthetar and East Wast Partners want to create a variety
of lodging and ownership options at Northstar. We
believe a combination of single family homes,

Page 8 of 12
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Morthstar Village Page 9 of 12

condominiums, townhomes, interval ownership, time
shares and resort lodges, inns and/or hotels can be
developed that will accommodate the range of lodging
and ownership options people are seeking and ensure a
robust commumnity.

{ Heturn totop)

(), How wall time shares be cou nied
in terms of the number of units that
will be developed in the future. If
there cire 11 owners, does that count
5 11 units?

A Units include any type of "beds” where people can stay
the night. Units range from single family homes to hotels.
A hotel room counts as one unit, and so does a single
family home. Obviously, hotels are the most intensive use
sinee a hotel room eould have overmight guests every
night of the year. Time shares would be a less intensive
use than a hotel.

(Return to top)

), How will existing traffic
bottlenecks be addressed?

A Az new neighborhoods are developed, a series of
improvements will be made to enhance circulation at
Northstar. The goals we are working from are as follows:

» Reduce vehicle traffic by providing convenient,
- alternate means of getting around the resort.

« Provide more shops and services in the village
center so that people have less of a need to use their
cars to oblain services.

« Intercept day skiers close to the entrance and
provide alternate transportation to the base
mountain lifts.

« Provide continuous, alternate transportation to the
village from the neighborhoods so that property
owners can get to the village without having to use
their cars.

s Flacement of new neighborhoods should maximize
ski-in/ski-out access; this minimizes the need for
transportation to and from lifts.

« Reduce the amount of traffic on Northstar Drive by
upgrading an internal road system 1o serve up-
mountain development.

« Reduce traffic on Northstar Drive by upgrading a

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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0ld Greenwood North Lake Tahoe California

Page 1 of 1

0}.& ’Greanwwod

Homre= | Welicome to Truchee L =L e | Eost West Fartners
Whar's hew Maps Tt Flanmng & Soview ] Contact Us

Oilid Greenwood
Outdoor Family Fun in the Tahoe Tradition

Histeric mame

Ol Grearwood isa new community located n the historic North Lake
Tahos town of Truckes. It's narmed after Caleb Greenwood, & mountain
man wha lad hundreds of immigrants across the Truckee Route of the
Sierea into Calfformia im the mid-1800s, He was in his eighties at the
time. & portion of the historic Truckes Rauta of the Emigrant Trail is
lncated on the Old Greenwosd praparty today.

Resort recreational commun ity

Dld Greanwood is planned as a resort racreatianal comimUunity on mers
than 900 seres, Faatures of the new comemunity will includa:

iB<haka Jack Micklaus Signature Gell Courss

golf acadamy

gelf driving rangs

clubhouss

state-af-the-art ternds and fitness center

extensive swimming camplex with a “fire-in-sna® peol

lmdge

armall confarence Faciliy

B0% of the S00-acre parcel will ba left n permanent, public

CPEn Spaie

# extensive network of trails, connecting to the Truckes-Tahoe
area's axiting trall systam

® 250 residences in & waristy of home styles, inchuding singla

farnily homes, shared ownership cabins and shared swnership

wacation townhoames

Revised development plan submitted to Truckes

East 'West Partners is the developer of Old Greenwaed, and purchased
the propesty in May of 2001, The town of Truckes had approved a prior
developrment plan for the property. East West Fartners added 300 acres
to the =ite, but did mot Increase the proposed nuemer of residential
upits, Bast West has submitted a revised plan to the tewn that calls for
a mixture of singke famiy homes and shared ownership vacation hames,
ard greatly incresses the armeunt of open space and recreation ‘within
the community, Abaut 100 ba 120 people wil be amplsyed at Ol
Greenwoed In resod related operations, such as the golf ceurse, the
lodge and cenferancs FasiiRy. Employes houring ales will be provided.

For More Information Contace Bill Fveash at 530-587-3480
bfivess nibevapartners, com
‘Wabsiva Design and Hosting by s gwrieCnndgl ody COm

Placer County
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Tahoe Mountsin Resorts Page 1 of 1

rua cmmum" Located on a S00-acre spread of Tahor fizlds and
pondenosa pines, Qid Greenwood will be crafed in the
style of a braditicnal family resort and will affer shared
ewrarghip of mourdtain homes along with Singse famity
Fomesies, Wik & Jack Nicklaus Signature Gol Course,
an ouldoor swim center, iennis & #ness faclily and Kida
Carmp, Oid Gregmyocd will be a welcome Tour-sason
relreal far every member of the family

Calnmunities

[t ]
(Fraemerend

Thie Wellage
at Marhstar

Tha Highlands DIJ GIEE&‘OﬂJa

Cray's

Cressing
Enwirsmnental
Sanaltivity

Tt kg

e oxvo ol row e

recaie inftmasicn

mgarding Founder
fembarships

COMTACT B

o e

THERE'S SOMETHING HAPPENING

Tahos Mousntain Resorts | PO Box 3757 | Truckes, CA 96100-9337 | BOD. TS, 3070

| o b e s sy s L s DD0R

Website Design and Hosting by www.ew lechnolugy . com
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EANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

DATE hiay 28, 2002

TO Town of Truckes Planning Commissicn

FROM: Duane Hall, Town Planner :)'*‘I"-

SURJECT: Apphication Mo, 01-002 (01d Cireg Blanned Development); Truckee

Land LLC. as represenied by Eill . applicant

=4,

Agenda Mo. Appraved by =
Tmll'}-}_’fashbrcvnk

Community Development Dirsctor

RECOMNENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt Resolunon No. 2002-13 recommending
1o the Town Council cerufication of the Final EIR and approval of the Development Code
amendment, planned development, use permit, tentative map. lot line adjusiment, swreet and
aasermant ahandonment, and development agreement for the project.

PrOJECT DESCRIFTION AND LOCATION

The applicant is requesting several lend use ¢ zoming approvals for a muxed use 2sodl planned
development on 923 acres consisting of a commercial resort, including fractional ownership
(timeshare) umis, and 2 residential subdivision.  The commercial resom includes an
approximately 50,000 s.f. lodge (with 20 lodging uniish swimming/fitness center, privately-
owned golf course and appurtenant facilities, 154 fractional ownership units, and 28 empioyee
housing units. The residential subdivision proposes 104 single family lots and 20 wpwnhouse
units. Approximaiely 80% of the site will be preserved as permanent open space which includes
the golf course tees. fairways, and greens. The land use / zoming approvals being requested
include a zoming map amendment 10 madify the zoning district on approzimately 312 acres from
ER-0.1 (Rural Residential - | unit per 10 acres) to REC (Recreation), a development agreement
to vest development rights on the property for 15 vears, a planned development and use permit
for the commercial resort and golf course features of the project, a tentaive mep for the

Truckes Communitu Develapment Department
Phose: $310-5862-7376 10483 Truckee Airport Road, Trucker, €4 el al Fax- §30-382.TEE9

Placer County
May 2003
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Aug 15 D2 01:51p TWPC HMRB 4155638701 F-3
Commission Report #01-002, 52902
Page 2
residential subdivision and to create open space, golf course, and developmeni area parcels, a iol
line adjustment with the PC-2 propery. and an abandonment of access and ubility #asements on
the sputherly 312 acres.
The project site is located adjacent to Interstate 80 immediately west of the Prosser Village Road
Interchange between the Pannonia Ranchos subdivision to the north and the Olympic Heights
cubdivision to the south. All development proposed by the project inciuding the golf course,
single family lats, cesidential townhouses, fractional ownership units, lodge, and othar facilities
will be locsted southeast of Interstale 80. Access 1o the development area will be from Old
Truckee Airpon Road approximarely 300 feet east of the Interstate B0-Prosser Village Road
ACCESS TAImps.
Truckee Community Development Departmant
i FAA ERS EEEL FAES T rhus dismamt Band Tawsbos 4 OETAT Far- 5. 142-7A87
Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Kifowood Real Estate 2002: Fractional Ownership — Mountain Club Papge | of 3

Poatl Er80d

in Villsge Mew Propobs  Euash Howriga & Budding Siles Ao

Mtn Club | Snowcrest | Timber Ridge
Meadowstone | Sentinels | Palisades

Ue Powidea Plok

slopeside fractional ownership

The drenm: o sechded High Sern geanway, steps from i siopes. The realite: ot enoggh fim
s gk 1 weowrdt tihe rvestmernd, Tl cvecm-come-trne? e Mowniade Cls of Karfwdod,
Laituricins, GIr-monntai condamininees with am awmersiip progran Bar s ay it o e
resons freeff

Time is money

115 that simple. When yes by @ Movntain Club condoemium, veu pay for il time you, your fanily and
friends plan to spend here. Fracuonal owirship offors from ose wech of every Fowr, aiotal of 13 wesks p
wear io half that time, one-cighth share

Location is evervibing

You ve got it all Five sk Lfks 10 2,300 acres of the counliy s d-:-:p:c-snmu are feet from your |_'14:n| 'rhnr
wrammer wisther, walk ot o all kinds of selivites. Also roht outside. restaurants, shapes, fire pit, future 1c
rink .. ihe Eirkwond Mountam Villape

hitp:#www kirkwood. com/realestate’ownership.shiml 71102
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Kirkwood Real Estate 2002: Fractional Ownership — Mountain Club Page 2 0f 3

Flexibility is freedom

Charsers have oplons For mone Moustaan Clab time. the "Space Avalabl:” program ai a noummal lea Fon
differen dates, Use convensenee ol iradiag wigh other puners on-line. Amd for neoee iravel, exchainse
privibepes al onver | 800 nterval loternaional resods werldwide.

Style is obvions

Chiabiey shaw Professiomslly desorated, fully furished down to the elegantly ciched wane gbdats  vour

private mounknin kadge was designed with sy i mind. And resorl-style smembies compede Tealth ch
auirdacr gpa, undergroumd paring, private lockers... The Moumtain Chib e fully managed: oovngrs have o
mailenince reapansibilities. There s even an on-site Ovners” Representative whi con amange cvery theng
from greeeny delvery to disnes reservasions 1o 2 fee tine. [n other words, vour iise anay e b Louie

Arriving is easy

o slop-msd-ges here, You can rela s you drive slomg uncomgested, all-weather Highwan 88, Leaving the
wralfie befmd aind geiring 1o where you wanl b go. Is sround tweo howrs from the greate Sacmamenio s,
theee and 3 half from San Jose. Taking in some of Mature s most spoclacular sientry slong the way,

The clock is ticking
Supply and demand. The simber of on-moualan ownership opporumities is limicd Mo b meentem the

ehances for quality, e with voar fmily and Fends. Amange 8 Mountam Clob tour ieday, Call Katkwen
Real Eatale s B35 3493 7767

Click bedow 1o view Tloorplans or check cal dvese Moumain Clab VR's:

Li"‘i.h: Foocrm 16?;:0&} Bredooom {6TEk]

http:/fweew kirkwood.com/realestate/ownership. shiml 71102
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Marriott Grand Residence Club — Innovation In Second Home Ownership Pagelof2

Hame Overview Locations FAQs Contact Rentals

[

Mol
GHAMD RESIIENCE
CILUR

Innovathan e

0. Rebirth

' ACrand

SR Destinaton...

LakeTah
Lake Tahoe K N0C.
California
Lake Tahoe From mountain men to millionaires,  settlers to socialites, they have
Dastination all felt a desply ingrained desire to make this place a part of their
SE'""”'C_E ang lives. Early literary works described Tahoe as, "replete with every
Amenities convenience and luxury Americans expect in their chosen resorts”
Faatires
mm? An apt description for a place that looks as if it were created from a

Photo Gallery drsam
Leke Tahos has been a favorite destination since the early 1900's. As a
bhooming resoert area, everyone from Helly wood stars to captams of
industry basked in the natural splendor of the area. In 1960, the Winter
Olympic Games were held at nearby Squaw Valley and interest in the
area hit an all-time high.

Years after the Olympic rush, the area became standard, There was
nothing new in South Shore. Residents and developers alike realized
that an area of sugh beauty deserved te be renewed lo its former
glory—ithe kind of place peaple visit for a lifetime.

With the redevelopment, South Shore is undergoing an unprecedented
renaissance of spectacular proportions. Mew and exciting developments
and resorts will protect the delicate environment and breathe life inte
the area and put a new shine on this alpine jewel.

This is your rare oppertunity to own at Marriott Grand Residence
Club, Lake Tzhoe, and become part of a prestigious tradition in the
heart of the South Shore. It iz your chanee to be a part of 8 historic
rebirth of a legendary community.

Be among the first to take advaniage of our unique brand of worry -free
fractional real estate. An awe-inspiring locatien, fremendous service
and amenities and the benefits of second home ownership make this a
rare and limited opportanity.

http-/iwww grandresidenceclub. com/locations/lake Tahoe/default asp &/13/02
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Marrioit Grand Residence Club — Innovation In Second Home Onwnership Page 2 of 2

For well over 100 years, Lake Tahoe has represented the ideal retreat
for the body and soul. Since the early 1900, Tahoe has been a
favorite vacation destination

Whatever inspiration you seek, it iz in Lake Tahoe.

Marriott Grand Kesidence Club, Lake Tahoe is currenily under
cansiruction, Proposed accupancy is November 2002,

& Copyright 2002 Hammiott Grand Residence Club, All Rights Raerved,

Privacy Policy Terms of Use Legal/State (Hsclesures
httpewww, grandresidenceciub.comylocations/lake Tahoe/default.asp 8/13/02
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If only summer
had a pause button.

(s, ]

It's eruel, isn't it? You ip vour calendar to June and
smile. The warm days of summer are here. And then
one morning, as vou're rushing of T w work, you lock
up through the steam of your coffee completely
stunned to ses your neighbor’s roofiop covered in
frost. What happened? Where did it all go? If only

surnmer had & JEEREES button.

Well, maybe it does. For there is @ place where time
actually slows down. Where days seem to stroll along
lazily from cne o the next, Where people smile more.
ﬁnl’l rm‘ﬂrﬂ Iimﬂ‘ d.i“l_'llxﬂr. W.I'I“:E tb& W‘I' I.l“ rTmE ﬂr
a day might be to just dangle your feet in the cool
rush of 2 mountain stream. Or find a quiet lake sll to
yourself and do nothing bt ship rocks unel you breal
the single-digit barrier

%.. =

This is what & summer at Northstar is all about. This
15 wh:rl: 1.he url'_'E';“'d.-I"t-{\':'lﬂ:"' |I-l.||IE.-'| l'll-'lPEJEn. Lrik.l.
w“nhing Vour son cateh hig Frsr fizh and hold 5t
high in the air as if he just landed on the moon.
O spending a night with friends elimbing ro the rop
of the highest meuntsin just to see how different =
sunriae might ook at 10,000 feer, Or seeing your
Blkyear-old granddad hit his first-ever kole in one.

In the next few pages, you'll find out all the ways to
enjoy our mountains and the lsid-back pace aof it all.
Al wer hope if you come this way. you'll have a Few
of those once-in-a-lifetime memories to take back
with you. So, when you do step back into the rush af
ev:r_-,.-:l.u.a.- Life, woull ke ready to pur away those

shorts and smile as frost returns to the rooftops.

raop.Ga posTe | §
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MaounTaln BIKING
< S —

Marthsiznn lins o heaping holping of moantain bike vails.
an M0 miles, in face, making i Morihern
ilsrmia's largesd mountain bike park, with the most lifi
survive in b s, Really, it ohay o take the chairlifi. No

oo wiill ihinl i au're a Wiﬂlq'l-

Pirk sppuem abaily, lune 15" =Sepreanber 2. 2002; and Frday.

Lifi Tiaker Prices
Iicw st singhe wide 517 12
v st mlii-rinde 329 $17

Adule (1343 Child $9-12)
£

S
LUhg

n phiRR SIED 5114

L s wwrhining o cureenl poce specals

Mownrain Dilke Kental

Ygave-nl-the-art “Gaana” [l daus peagian cram-counlry mosmisn Lihes
Adult Junior Child

Ay F40 7 317

Alternoon, 1:30pm 520 L] 310

“Mental rates hased on bbbe size, hel Gge

Helmer, gloves and complimentary water batthe included in
hike roatals. Helmers required a1 Norhstar. Call 5300562 2268

for moere mlormation.

Chairlift Rides for Hikers

Mauntains are for hikers, too. Take the easy way up and
find yoursell ar the 1ap of Northstar, surrounded by acres
snd aeeus of hiking trails. Lift ticket purchase required.
Adult tichets $15. Child and aceier fickets $10.

Suay and Hike or Bike FREE!

From $67.00 per person, per night, doable occupancy.
Twa nights lodging in & studio condominium {other wnir
types and rates alss available). Tncludes one free multi-ride
biking or hiking ticket per person, per stay. Offered
Sunday-Thuraday, June 16-Auguse 29, H002: and weekends,
Sepiember 6-Oetober 12, 2002, One [anny pack hench
from the Village Food Company included.

Dhire Coasip Movemtao Bike Scbools alw avalable su selzct Aaten,
ser eveaite calendar an poage T

F 1 www.narthavarstishor com

ADVENTURE PARK
I —ﬁr?—

Remember bailing ot of that swing an the playgroand when
o wee eight years ofd? Wall, this is the grown-up version.

Growgs may schedule cvems rom cardy May theaugh Luie
Cherober. Call 5105259391 lor reservaions.

Challengs Hopes Course

Ti's hike i"“E]‘; gym in the rées. 0|1|_l|' with lars ol rapes,
laddarn and cubles, Cosrme i lodes a J00-foar zap line and a
jump through thin ase e a swinging trapeae. Laght peaple ana
time. Far ages M oamd ap. Call 530,562 2285 [or reservations
{Parens pariicipation secquired for chdren wnder 14

Open Thurs-Sun. June M-Supiwmber 2, 2002

Hours: 1-fpm. On Sunday, counae duns from 1Dsm—2pm.
Fees (per person) k43
Family valus £4D
{For ench addimnnal persan wli=r the Bowi il fore. wp o three perons]

Junior Ropes Course

Your little ooes acen’t just going 1 siv back, smile and
warch you have fun. Junisr course [or ages 4-13. Parent
participatian required.

Oipen Wed —Suen., June NW-Beprember 2, 3002

Hours: | lam—Spm

Fexs 13
Single zlps 1

Elimhin‘ Wall

It's not the Matterhorn. But when you cling to the side of our
P font-high wall, vou might just want to yodel, Ohsy, a bt
aver-dramatic, but you get the paint. Intradicton: lessons in
safery ansd proper beelay tachniques Climbirg shoe rental and
privati lessons also available.

Open Wed ~Sun., Juns 20-September 2. 2000,

Hurs: lﬂ.‘l.m—&pm.

All-day pass {ar 511 per hour) ; Fi0
Family value (per person. per bour, with thise or mere climters)  $H

Map and Compass Conmres

Find yous way cut of the ene with just 4 map, compass and tube
of crazy ghue. Fres arienation | lable, Map asd

pental included. And just kidding sbour the crazy ghue.

Open Wid.—Sun. by ressrvation only,

June 20-Seprember 2, 2002,

Adule (17+) 314
8-16 Years 310
[Childres 7 and sader are free when sroompansed by an adels ]
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E s S

GoLr
S

Laish greon fairways, Tewering pine trees, Mot aiss 1l
stretch into the pure ue sky. It's enougl o make you edrosl

on this brochure.

As you pl-l_'r lhrulup;h all 6,897 .lrullla- ul whis TR hade ol

TEUTEE, Vvou wall Fimd FLEET alwir [ bl I.h.-”.'ng-' ||\.'~|!'||l'l
Ritbiars Macie: v ol ihink: als loonig sl shmmning
o the lrent nine. Tyghi, precise play on she back, Dosens ol

bunkers. And warer haesiels an 15 halios

Courye apen dﬂlh‘ J"‘lil._lr—& nrher, w caher |x'l’|||i||i|':_- Vo van
make special arrangements for group rouen il Lo
groups al 20 o mone. Caweps amanities sl a cluldasus

rEANrand, anach Bar, pro: 5|||n|1. renudend POGA o, lose st
rooma, purting greeil, aikd deving range. Fai sosercasions call
A50.562.2490. Also ask abour ser Dnve & LRise spocials

Greens Fees

1% hobe: and inchide shasred carm sevial, smalris mlesroise nosed )

Pl'il:E!- behm' are [or Rguhr RE RN |ﬂ.u_'_v. Spﬂ'uﬂ J.g._'f_,uuw.!
prices are available in spring and fall

Prak srason ¥
Flay afier lpm Sunday-Tharsday 75
Spring and [&ll pessans 1.4
Twilight walking 340
Twilight with cart 350
Mine before nine with car 55

= Soft ypekes enly = Lty o gl flee free e Widwradiy.
= Proger golf attire requirgd « P alrvme grovge

Club: Rantal & Imstraction
Fromier Taplor Made goll culs

I8 halex 547
B holes . E s
L bour lesson a0
Cull swing video analysis &7a

Siay and Play Northstar and Coyote Foon

Twa-day golf package incloding lodging at Norchstan one day
of 18-hole goll with cart st Morthstar and ome day at Copote
Moon. From 3301 per person (hased on dovble occupancy
i a4 studio condeminium, some golf restrictions apply}
Twa-night minimum required,

- T —_— e

Fall pollers. From 357,00 per person per sighe

» mcenpaney = a studia condominium);

ound of goll’ slier 12pm per PErSOn, pen
et ATered daily My 24— Juse 15 2002
X : halilays, June 16-Seqprember 2. 2002,
wned abails Seprembier 2 unnl course dloses, Tweo-mpght minimum
day e apsgiaceel {0 yow are ol a paller, you can exchange the
ol s low s 525 wift vard good ar Nocihstar)

TeEMMIS
—eE—

IT s happen 1o get pummeled, just blame it on the high
alvitude, Courts spen May—Ocwher, wiather permitiing,
Ohpen 1o all ages. Weekly tonnic activities are offered.
Lessons are available with oar USPTAUSPTR pro. Call
the temnis dedk at 530.562.0321.

Private Lessons

| hour ¢iks perc addivienad gersom)
152 houriSH par sddisionsl personk
Six-lesson value pack

§62 per person
337 per person
5310 per person

Tennis Camps

Twe-day and five-day Adub and Junior Tennis Camps are
available thrﬂughum the summer. Some dare sesmwictians
apply. All programs are subject to change and reservations are
recommended. Call 5305620321,

Two-Day Tennis/Ledging Pachage

Two-day lodging & rtennis camps from $239 per person
diible accupancy, and includes: two nights' lodging in a studic
condominivm (ather unit types and prices available), toro days
of rennic lessons for all abilities (3 hours per day), and ene
lumch at Narthsear's Clubhouse at Marris Valley Grille.

L-Ao0 o xante | F
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HorsEpack RIDING

Throw on your Hlgallan hae and head o0 out 1o see the
mountains, Fooy rides Tor kids, too. Call 5300562, 2400
far recervanions. Mast e mude 24 hours i sdvance

Teail Ride

I haus 3
4 s sS40
All iy, exprermensed ridere 5141
Phemimure gy v lons olelilres B3
Peivare Rides

1 permonpdf | e s bk linsisd vl S50 =40

Fiv-FiIsHixG
- = _*_.__. T AR Ty

Fish arovigs. Here a1 Sowmdl Lake, you'll acwsally gei 1o
live them. This sevluded Iacve reservair s stocked with
irophy-sized rainbows. And since we it four rods 10 the
vegter ar a time, vou'll have plensy of chances to hook the big
ont. Catch-and-releass anly Call 530582 5393 for more
denails s reservaiions.

Minors' Campe
* i

We'll keep your kids busy all day beng, s teey woon't miss you
For & second. For ages 2-10 (mes be wiles rained). Its an
sdvesrure camp for liote omes. Monday through Saturday,
Yam—Spm. Reservations recommended, Call 5305622278
CA License §310511226.

Tam=Ipm 433
D Egh 855

Dp-n .H.‘Im:l.-;,-—ﬂ-runl.-;,.-. Juzme W-Augusa 31, 2THE. Parerds must
I premisca. One free 172 day child care inchud-

nd]url.u'u'r. jpeer $tay {nwo-night misimum).

ATY Tours
#H— =
Pop-s-wheelie, anyone? Just kidding. Ser amazing views of
Laks Talwow, Mariis Valley and Sswmill Lake. Too-hour guided
tours. For sges 16 and wp. Helmer, gloves, and goggles

provided. Must wear sturdy, chose-toed shoes and bong pants.
Five peaple per tour. Reservations required. Call 5500562 7267,

m&ﬁ]d:ay %:Ham, noon, !‘Iﬂprl. 1an [T PRETRONL

&l wewnsrhuaranahos . com

DaminG

BTIMBERCHEEH

Vated ane of Tahoe's best restawuraniz and recipeent ol M
St maygacings Avard ol Ezeellence, Chndioar dinmg an a
heaied patio and casual indoor dining. Enjay a greal s fiwr
a specsal price an Filer Fridave Alsa, check oot osie ssoanihls
winemaler senes. Open daaly Tor dhiner and on weekends for
Lar-a I termonn .-|:||.'rl‘li.£'.—."$.. Childrens menu alse availabile

Call A3LEET TEAY for reservafions

i
JHEVILAGE o CMRT
3]
Gourmes Dkeli and Colfer Bar feaiures daily breaklase specaals
sandwiches for lusch, and dinner specigls. Specaly grocers iiems
arel penirmar made-to-order haskers also available. Oundons
barbecue on weekends. 550563 2253

11
s

Eajoy an incredible view of’ the Manis Valley and the goll course
Froen our cutdaor, hested panio. Open daily o the public for
breakfast and lanch. Patio is available for private proup Functions
or special parties. Sunday brunch every week. Full bar available.
Call 530,562, 2460 far reservatians,

a2
Lacated at the golf course. Call in your eeder while teving-ofT ar
tha Gth and pick ap your food on the way through. Menu iveme
inchadn zandwaches, burgers, hot dogs and a full assortment of
snacks. Patio searing also availabbe. Call 530,562 2460 10 place
your to-gn order.

MEETINGS

&

Maorthstar is an sdeal “mn; for mmall grosps, corporate
retreats and sales-team e Or prof I evn-site
banguet stafl and the lang lisr of surdsor activities we have
10 offer will make all thoar howrs of mectings weorthrechile.

This ks also a grear place for conferences, £lr|1.'i|_1‘r rewnkens,
weddingr, golf turnaments and other group functions for
20 pe 200 penp]e. Ta 'pla.n a E.l]:htrilg or for more informa-
tion, call Morthetars meeting coordinators at 530,562 2265,
Ask abaut eur special lodging and meeting pachages.
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CALENDAR OF EVENTS

~ e

JUNE ALUGLIST
3 America s Mo Beautiful Bade, beovule ralbs | Murtliatars Evenipg Mouninin Bile Seria Rucs
srounsd Lake Talsic. B00.5465 a7 311 Il _'“ll_ym Z“'.'lghls.. Clasaiw Cay Evem, Reno
F E ¥ : B ] AN G
: et e EFERTER LT
I : N'_“I'm 4 e “'E_ Moflm"._" oy "wm...l R;‘M ® TMarthsiars Evening Mounsain Bike Seres Face
1. 16 Dirt Camp Mountain ik Caanpy T H Talsee Summer Music Festival st Nerthstiar,
MONE T LD SHA-EST
il Morthstars Evening Moumtamn Bike Series Race 3 1 Woensdion Toar Week. Tahoe Yacks Clubs, Tahae
Y BeerFest, microbrews and masic, Viesa A3LSR1.4700
Marthstar-ag-Takee, S30.562.1010 B Comeos d” Ebsgance Classee Wooden Boar
27,23 dnd Amrl Danner Sunemin Dovenhill Festival, Shoaw. Carvelian Bay, S30.565 14700
R5E.97F 95 11 Diri Carmp Mounmain Bile Camp ar Morihetar,
2498 Calliomia Special Sports, 5305623788 - 2_“_“_1‘ '-'é:* L s T
kA Morthmars Evening Mountain Bike Series Hace ik q't;l:";; %5';“1"'““ B SRR
e U S5. Airforce Band of the Golden West, Trucker | Winemaleer's [¥inner, Timhorcreek Restaurant,
Regianal Puch, G30.587 D4l SALGGETED
30 Young Eagles Rally, Truckes Tahoe Airport. 15 Merthsiar’s Evening Mountain Bike Serfes Race
Truckee, R30562 1925 1618 M5 Society Bike Tour
JULY 24-25 24.Hours of Taloe Mountain Hike Race,
3 Fanarth of July Fireworks, Kings Beach Ssane 530,562, 1 D1 0; wrorw grannyzear.com
Beach, 530.546.3270 S traals will e claved for thin-weckend
4 Faurth of July Fireworks, Commens Beach. 51- Sep1 | Splesdar of the Sierra Fine Arts and Crafis Fair,
h i, 530, 583, 3494 Morthsrar, 530.562.1010
1:“ e Cine. - : Fl- Sepr | Taloe Jasz Festival, Morthstarn, 550562, 101 0;
£ Fourih gI'_Julg.- Humetown Parade, dewntewn wantahoejazz.org
Truckee, 530.687 2757 SEFTEMBER
i Winemaker’s Dinner, Timbercreck Restaurant, T Culifornia State Cross-Country and Deownhill
ES0LRAT I2E0 Bace, Marthstar, 530,562 1010
il Morthstar's Evening Moustain Bike Sories Race 7a Dhrt Camp Mountain Bike Canp at Morthstar.
1-14 Tahoe Al Tour, 550581 2787 807 11.DIRT
12-14 Cannibal Cruise Viatge Car Shoaw, Trochee 73 Sih Ainisl Truckes Railroad Days, Historical
. Drowntown Truckes, 530.546.122]
Regional Park, 8106829062 h
d L}
1514 Dirt Camp Moustain Bike Camp at Northstar, 19 “ﬂmmmnTwwM;
| BOO.FLLDIRT . : 0 9% Dhirt Camp Mountain Bike Camp at Northstar,
i 18 Maorthstar’s Faeelng Mountain Bike Series HRace 800,71 L.DIRT
18-Aug 17 Lake Tahoe Swnmer Music Festival, performances 28-0ct 3 Lahe Tahoe Literaationsl Film Festival,
every Tharsday and Sarurday, various wenuea, 530.583.FEST
. 530.585.3101; www. tahcemusicarg OCTOBER
; 0 Morthstar Annual GK & 10K Fan Ran, 56 Dirt Canp Mountais Bile Camp at Northstas
530.562.1010 B0O.711.DIRT
20 Aug 25 Sluhapnrc Festival, Sand Harbor State Beach. 56 Sih Annual Dionner P‘II'I.}I' Hike, Truckes,
Inclirve Village, NV, 800747 4657 SN e
et lox Etes Fiaok 15 Lake Tahoe Marathan, Tahoe Cigy to South Lake
I5 Morthstar's Emu.ngLMnJMi Ri Tahoe, 530,544 7005;
2P-2R [Hrt Camp Mountain Bike Camp ar Northstar, wwrs laketahoemarathon.com
BO0.711.DIET [ }] Winemaker's Dinner, Timbercreek Restauramt,
530.562. 27260
*Evanta ut Morthatar mre in bald 19-20 Autamn Food and Wine Festival, 800526348
*For ihe soul wgaliled asleadsr, plasss vitie wewwporhisrashososm.
Leangovonte | F

e ———T
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LODGING
b . -

Oime Free 172 day child care includod por wmii. per mlay.

Crwrn-might iminm e

er Mighs

nn Toge [ - JE—— . |

1'er € hogmprans:

ROOMS

'L"i"u.:: I-’""Il-"-' Magm i 144

Village Lol ! 164

CORDOMINILUMS

Siudio 2 1104

I Badroams | Dk 2 149

2 Bedvoomd | Bath - 375

1 Bedraom/? Bath 4 3349

3 Bedroom/} Bath i 8315 |

4 Bodroom/2 Bath B £365 :

HOMES l

3, 4 and § Bedrooms 33753775 !
|

Valid May B4 - Oouoluer 37, T00F, Duaes san anchade 109 ladging 1ax o
% howmskerping grauicy

Summer lodging packages available Groups of 20 ar more, o
FM#ELE nHliing § or more unita, !.|Il|.|.|i|1\' fer upl.'l:i.lJ Eraup rates
Call 5305625561

CALL 1.800.GONORTH or S30.562.1010 for mare details
ar to book your summer getaway.

For Guest Services call 530.562.2267,

Haek anling at; www northstaranahos.com

WHAT THE Future HoLDs

e e

Cwer the mes -"-'W_l.-'-llﬂ-. wir'll e .|-||’I-'_|' let o i ||'|||||. N T

Blort hatar and our Village. B kimds af changes

thit g alien tranaform i miliar places

v, W'

2 ' ki, P
mprovement and change will snhe sl ioand .

e A p—

wiviiie w i vou

alrecy like alous arrhsian

The relaxed, | aerieda-narnh

hewe Tl jusi

Center im the W ar zo to our "Complening the

it lwatarvil Ly cam!

Visien wehy northazar

TrAVELING TO NORTHSTAR

i -
i

e
Juss #) miles Fom Fera, 26 mbe [rom Secramenta, and 196 mile
Erom San Francmoo, Take Ingersiate 8 o Truches st ﬂ'l\w?ﬁ-':']and
traved € miles mowth. Call 530563 1000 for meore information

P, Blass 129, Touswhor, 04 BG 103
Passrvathoms | BOLCOURORTH = 530,560, 1010 = Fan GHLEEZIZES
smalli rrnbisr@lesleserk cmm ® sdmiie s norihsarsisabon com
Al e, dstine, programa snd prod i ia shis benebers ee sl 16 changs. Persns
Pecarthestar-ar- Tahas arcd # are smginesed wrve maks of Trimaes Land Compasy
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Tahoe Mourntain Resorts Page 1 of 1

THE VISION

Morth America’s Finest Four-Scason Resort Experience
G h e difficult L daling Tahoe Msurtain Resors because & & iruly one-gHa-dnd and has no equal
Sy anywhete in Norh America. The stary begins and encs wilh passion. Passin for Talvoe - #3 shning

Mourtain

baauty, 18 genwne nabure and B
Resorls Map 'imi:{l?eﬂ ip?: Passian for
""" VTR excafience. And finaly, passicn
Easl West for creatng Morth America’s finest
Fariners TOLr-SEAs0n (ER011 GEperierGe.

Lsing this pasaben Ao gude, wa
are cnsaling four outslandrg
communities ard @ unrialed
Chits, Each comimufifty, whila
aharing in fhe cuarall wsion ol
Tahoa Mauntain Resors, will afler
Bo gne cdihe sl B gnigus abiriibes unto fisell Each
rEcEne WIATETT i b dedicaled to authenlicly;
regarding FOuTeer o crpating a rue sense of
Whamnbarships. e - to providing

[ Ermssipmepisira i, + memenble events; and abave all,
HIGWTACT UE! o offering Ihe Truest Tahoe

oot e e — E - i

THERE'S SOMETHING HAPPENING
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Aug 14 02 03:13p TWUPC MRE 4155638701 F-5

Triackee Rivar Walerahad ol 5305508750181

Truckee River Watershed
Baseline Assessment (middie Truckee)

March 2002
TRUCKEE RIvER in 1938, & local group of interested individuals, agency personnel, (ocal
WATERSHED busiress owners and others formed a Coordinated Resowrce
Management & Flanning group (CEMP). The group came together 1o
Basrd g develop and implement a lacally iniliated watershed assessment and
ASSESSMENT resguice management plan for the Middle Truckes River, '
To better reflect its long-term walershad manzgement goals, the CRMP
GOAL: coliect, group changed its name o the Truckee River Watershed Couneil
erganize, ard {TRWC in 2001,
Swmmanoe axashng
sesennifc and culural | One of the Council's first tasks was 1o bagin a watershed assessment
the Basis far Rt process, Tolaunch the process, the TRWC contracted with consultant
asperement and Tom Lagerguist of Peregfine Envircnmental (Folsom, CA) o identify
d:“wb:f” of» collect and begin analyzing existing socio-poditical, physical, bilogical,
;m:“g‘__mm = and other data on the watershed. The work of Peregrine Environmantal
| mplameriaticn pan was conlinued by Kerri Timmer of Siera Connections (Grass Valley, CA|
for the Migdiz ang is presented here as a baseline assesameant, giving ug a0 overview
| Trvckes walsrshed, of key watershed conditions and irends as wa know them ioday
~————— . The baseline assessmen! was raviewed by and is a produc of the
ffm“’“;;‘i{“ parlicpants of the Treckee River Watershed Council. (1 is designad o
Watarshed Conci help the Council and others uncerstand the watershed as a whole and
ang supparted, in begin priorilizing areas within the watershed for further study. 1t is ot
part, by funding from intended 1o identify specific problem sites or locations ner ta actline any
E:,::.ﬂh;r particular action 3t this lime. That work will come laler after more
Rescurces Agenty detailad analysis and planning.
through the LS . o :
Dzviz Fublie Sensce The next step for the Walarshed Council s 10 use his data to evaluate
Reszarch Program subwatersheds within the Middie Truckes and start identifying spacific
B’l‘:g‘:ﬂgﬂ"g}m opportunities for aclion and developing recommended management
Ciisarvaen stralegies io acdress larger 1Ssues of concerns in the waltershed. That
Walarshed step will lead to a more comprehensive watershed managemant plan thal
Coordinator Grani can be agreed upon by all members of the TRWE.
LPL
Vorwion 1.0 T

" The Truckes River has its headesters in Calfornia’s Siema Mevads meountains, Trem which it fiaws inte 1he souhem
end ol Laka Tahoe. Same maps designate this podion of the river as the Upper Treckes. The portion of fver 1hat
Tows fram the oulat a1 Tahos Cily 1o the California-Mevada atake bne is often referred 1o 25 the Middle Truckes [see
g, nexf gagel. Tha river fom the Caldornaa-Mevada skake e to ifs lemmanus in Pyramid Lake is bpicaly refered
o & e Lower Trickes.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-939
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Truckas River Basefing Walsrshed Assessment — An Chvisw . March 2002 FPage 2

Truckee River Watershed
(Middle Truckee)

CH - HE MEATELME

Tha CounclPs primary area of focus is the 35-mile sirelch of rver thal
runs northeast from Tahoe Cily to the Califormia/MNevada state line, The
Middle Truckes watershed — the area draining into the Middle Truckea
River — covers approximately 435 sguare miles, or 285,000 acres of land,
most of which Is in California.

About 16% of the Middle Truckea drainags, including the eastem
portions of the Gray and Bronco creek drainages, sits across the stale
ling in Mevada. The so-called “Lower” portion of the watershed continues
beyond the state line, whers the river flows for anather 80+ miles to its
terminus in Pyramid Lake, Nevada.

The change in the river's elevation from the outlet at Tahoe City [elev. 6200
1t.] to the state line [elev, 5050 fi.], contributes to a wida ranga of land uses,
soiligeoclogy/vegetation types, population densities, species diversity, and
athar charactenstics within the watershed, 2l of which need to be undarstood
in order fo plan effeciively for the future.

I is the intent of the Truckes River Watershed Councl to use this )
assessment and other information to help improve walershed planning and
management in the Middle Truckee walershec,

o T W omy

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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EPA Global Warming: Impacts - Mountains

Falithming|
'".‘I'!":tﬁlicfl

[MEACTS Imspasis Bilingrappr

Climate Change and Mountain Regions

Introghscaon | Braska b Habstrt | Etnct on Frogtvwiter | lnpsch on Glacsrs

Fisit @ case study on fhe lmpacts qfrl'm;:ﬁ‘e change on the [N Western Mesatiteais oo
axires

Intraduetion

Mountaine cover close to 20 percent of the Earth's surface, providing & leme (o
approciimately one-tenth of the global human population. With their vaied iopography,
steep gradients, and ecological isolaticn, mountains support a higher diversity of
ecosystemns and a larger percentage of endemic [see glossary] species than most lowland
e regions do. Mountaingus aress throughout the world provide essential resources such as
& tinther, minerals, recreational escapes, and 2 significant parfion of the Freshwnier
g consumed by humans

The contigneous United States has two pimary mountsin regions: the western ranges
¢ (including the Sierma Nevada, the Cascade Range, the Rocky Mountaing, and various
ather disting: ranges) and the eastern Appadachians. The headwaters of the Missouri,
g8 Columbia, Salmeon, Colorado, Rio Grande, Hudson, and other great rivers are found in

8 the mountaing of the United States,

E [Risks to Habitat

£ Global climate change poses a number of potential risks to mountain habitats,
v although scientists cannot predict the impacis with confidence. Despite the uncertainties,
F researchiers expect thal over time, climate change generally to affect mountain and
lowland ecogystems, the frequency and imensity of forest fires, the distribution of water,
and the diversity of waldlife.

Studies suzgest that & warmer climate in the United States would cause lower-
ebcvmlnhln;x. such s western Douglas fir forests, to expand inio the higher alpine
zome. Such & shift would encroach on rare alpine meadows and other high-altinude
habitats. High-elevation plants and animals have limited space available for new habitat
as they move higher on meuntaing in response to Long-term changes in temperature

Effect on Freshwaber

Changes in the depth of moustain snowpacks and glaciers, and changes in their
seasonal melting, can have powerful impacts on areas that rely on freshwater runoff from

hitp:/fwww.epa goviglobalwarming/impacts/mountains/index himi
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EPA Global Warming: Impacts - Mountains Page 2 0f 2

mountains, Rising temperstunes may cause ssow o melt sarlier and faster in the spring.
shifting the iming &nd distribution of runoff. These changes could affect the avallability
of freshweater for natural systems and human uses, such a3 agricalture.

If freshwater runcdT is reduced in the summer months because of earlier meliing, soils
and vegetation may become dner, increasing the nsk and intensity of wildfires. Changes
in stream flow and bigher water temperanires also could affect insects and other
inverichrates that live in streams and rvers, with repereussions up Use food chain for fish,
amphibians, and waterfow]

Impacts on Glaciers

Changes in climate already are aflecting
many mountzin glaciers around the world. In
Mentana, Glscier National Park's largect
remaining glaciers are now only o third as large
&5 they were in 1850, end one siudy estimates
that all glaciers in the park may disappear
completedy in the next 30 years, Researchess
hawe documented rapid mountain glacier redreat
in Greenland, the Furopean Alps, the Himalayas, #
Eeusdor, Peru, Venemela, Mew Guinea, and
East Africa, among other places

Home || Impaces
Sike Map || Glossary N Search || Comments || LS EPA

b e o g bl pismy bl
Lawst Upedsissd ion Beplember 25, 2001

http:/fwww.cpa.gov/global warming/impacts/mountains/index html Ta02
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EXHIBIT 12
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Mission Statement, Fire Safe San Mateo County

The Mitoeom of Fire Sule San Matoo Cossty 15 0 maistain the gquality af lifs and property for the citizems Fving i the wildlasd-ehan jslemis e
of San Mateu County, Working tgedeer, we can achices ¢fective fire prevrntion, education md planning,

The key eleme iy of the Massion ape 10 reduce hazardhoss vepedation, the creation of defensible space aound sorucieres, and the education of ctizens
regarding fiee Bazand: and fire behasior through the geidance of kocal agencies

M weh off S Maiwa Cousey §s considered s kigh hazsrd fisc covieonment, Based o
pasd saperrience, this ares peaicascx all the inprodissss. necessary o suppoi large,
intense. and wncont rellade wildfne:

Wi i s bsrardoes envaonment, there gre andivichal kosses, rabdivisinns, and enrive
commmunilies. Many ol (et homersnen, however, e ill prepared oo sarvive an imease
wildfire. Since it ks oon 2 question of “d" & wildlire will ccur b ™when,” B Eelibood of
hutnas lile and prapeny Joss b great and 1

Thazre 15 lisciéasing secogmbon that oor sbiliny i ke more asfely i shis firn smviron-
miend S pesals upon “pre-fire activives.” Pre-fire setivitics ane actions laken before 2
wildfire aecurs wiech impeove the ssrvivahility of people 2sd bomes. They isclude proper
vegetation mamgesent arcund the bome (knoen e defensfble space), use of fie mexisiani
bitldimg rmaterialy, sppropran: sebdivisos devign, and other menoees, Ressanch oleaty
demansiraies thar pre- fire setivines e Fves and propeny.

J'Wﬁ-ﬂﬁmﬁwm{ﬂuwnmmﬁﬂaumumm—v
il b bk, B forvfir actiodtier were i

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County

Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-946



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

THE FIRE ENVIRONMENT

Tha T orvmarmant” |s dedinesd 48 e “sumoundng

CONQMONS. NfUnCas and modiing ke that delanrerg
wikdbra behiami Frolghioes recognize thres componanis

ol the e e ereonmaent seairs Doogiaphy, and fuel

Tagainer thesn inme componants ABac the kkeshood of

8118 Slall SPpead and Recion at which 8 wikleg wil

Tidwel wieriesdy al wisih & weliile @ Bns, and e abaly W

Tl i sl Ul B wIine Ao h sealFer s
Ko rapeTy caninol b changed, whe doels [or vegatatkan}

i ke mochled Consequenity mmeny of our opportuniess

W FEdLDe e wiLTiE Te [ 0 RO Managarant
@l enaripuditics of vebdlarsd vgestatcn

WEATHER iy, il wnd wancly

T ro s e od of
e e, Theaos coreibons
sty grebon sas. show kst &
Lngess Figen vagmiy, el bonia wamn ton
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THE LIMITATIONS OF WILDLAND FIREFIGHTING ‘

;:l:rdmpmmumﬁwhmvmldh- saris, il will ke quichhy e
N . This is an eetunte pasumphion 975 of tha lims. For meil FLAME ECTIVE FIRE SUPPRESSION TACTICE
welddbres, Feahghuers bove the abilit, souipren, and lechnology for efiectve | LENGTH i o G L
lire suppression. But 3% of the sma wildline bern so inlansshy that fars i
batle kealightuns con do Presesied of right cre bratighinr kacties e thay rakste | Losshan 1 | Fircboe constuciod vith hasd mob sk m shovels
s wildhirs Rame kingth are] dars. a5 efficciive o the fros of the fie

v i Pl shugmery. amd cafcr BCawy Gidpirad sl De sk
conearert 0 effeoiies firclne. S bulidosers s ne
arealablr, fire sagires wwith boscy wd waier will b
reguived 18 “haock down™ e flmes befiore de fis
ey with hand 0s Caa e ciffecires . O fire cresy
r cammiec & freling b corsiomble detase rom
ke fire

Bis 1§ Ainmben with B sappmssing recud of beloipion
i aaed 02 reduend b reduce e Bos e of spresd
il Firdiind wnsmorarwion by comws o b ekamrs Cain

b alffaree.
I -
- . Fore dhan | Ty fee sapp i will b bt
s ih Weteeat in eeiming ro, seemi aed ofber barien,
Wi wildlies Nanc kngie exceed i1 foo, Senct refighting effons ae B ot fach borween the Srelisg el he advisy
inalferires., Under thas sanditizns Hrelighicn v mads, steasma, snd oder fire Frumst

harriers 1 ceniml tha wilkifie,

IMPROVE THE ODDS: CREATE A... &%

In maont e, d Salrly mno should be eheored meary from your home for s distance of nog lews thas 30 feos. A the dope of your ot Inceeases,
acdithouial elesramor a5 far out s 103 fomt or mom may be necessary. Flimsalile segetation e ol o you home will sake it almos) impossibie
for Neefiphters 10 sanve your ke in the svert of & beush fire.

#an Masco County Fire Sale Conmiinies reeommends the fallowing ways 1o mainmin o defesshie sce betwaen homes and lammsble veserstion
sl cosnbustible growh:

* Clear away flsmmabie vegeration and combusitile growth 3 méstmum of 30 feet sway from hames. 1§ 2 wooden deck ks s of the back of the
W.lhi:mhdlmmtﬂﬂarmﬁnadmufmuukmrm.ﬂnalnwmmbnu:wmemuud.nmup.-dmwwdﬁmh
Froperty. Single specimess of ress snd shrubbery used as groand eover, provided tha they dom'i fonm a means of mpidly transmiitiog fire from e
nmslen growih o any Sruciure, cia be kopt in tis 30-foot space.
Tnnuwhm-imqrmﬂl:mmﬁumzyrrmmtmrm-:udd-n:b.'H’lhumwnerndsbumhtepnlmwﬁﬁ;ﬂm]ﬂ-mmmuq
n'runuir--n_rmnyuﬂ:nmimmnuIurm.mr:'mmm:umﬁﬁmhk&u!ﬂ-mmhm
- Large iroes must be Embed up o g minirmism of gix feel above the ground sed sller tees limbed op propoionae |y,
Homes that Bave sy typs of skope must have sn sdditionsl defensibe space created,
ﬁilmwk-mwminimmtf?ﬂ{nﬂqﬁlﬂeiﬂdhﬂwluEﬂmfmiwlmﬂlﬂimfﬂhﬁlﬂw?ﬂ-&ﬂm
|hemgﬂ.-immmu:d:nhlii:um-uIa'mﬁumndTLSmIHEmdnnunuknuphnnh;uikmhﬂm
Trmvil.hmlﬂs'.l'b-‘mmmmhlimﬂq.nﬁmﬂﬁmmmwhwmmmmhmﬂw
irmes. FI bl ol corirtamtible growth should be cut and remaied from below the canopies of dee trees in this TO-fod space.
R:el'ﬂmrkn:ym-sqymmmmiﬁuwtldﬂhmihhw.

| Defensible Space Factor Study: Findings from the California Paint Firs
i

Charareristics of Struchure and Site Probability that Structure Sunvved
2 space, no defenshee acion kakan i
Wood roof, <30 defemible spoce 15%
Wiood ool 19%
Manwood rocd 0%, |
MNanwood rook, 530" defansible space POk |
Homwood 1ool, 2300 defensible spoce, defersive coon aken R !
mln ey - -— -}
" 4 ’
s
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‘REQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT DEFENSIBLE SPACE
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DOES HAYING & DIFDHSIBLE SPACE & LI AR AR
TEE MY HOUEE WL SUEVIYE A WILDFIRET
¥o. Usder extreme conditan, almes any hoie:
v b Hun having: a defiondhily space will
s lecamby imgmaree the odds of poer heme
varviving = wildfrs,
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i beawie ol
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HOW DD | CHANGE THI VEGETATION ON MY
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he obyecive of defensible gace i o Remowval This bachnique irvolves the eliminaton of enlire plants,
schuce the wildfie issl 4o 0 home by particularly wess and shrubs, bom the sie. Excmgles of
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Mki-mmmud mwwdnﬂmm&h.

wagelnbon,

e e R | A Reduction Ther_umnmlnlp_ﬂum parts, Mhmhﬂ)chm:rlumm.
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CREATING AN EFFECTIVE DEFENSIBLE SPACE*
-+-A Step-by-Step Guide

re you worried about the wildfire threat to your home, but aren’t sure how to gel started in mak-
ng your home defensible? Then follow these six steps to an effective defensible space...

A10% BIG IS5 AN EFFECTIVE
JIFEMSIBLE SPACE?

Tha o ol e Gelunaibe space arda i upllp
sprwacd w8 drdarce ey ng ot o G i
vl o The bare. The dislsscr vane by the vppe of

ikl '-""’t eI proaisp sen B P ard decp

VIR i T by
srml i b e r._. P

ocoamrbed de fens ke spece diusscr wou b o s
it M Tt Errwm 1% s oof the b I joir b
s i ® hope and the adgaceal wildand soection s
i wll bvash, your Feosminerded deleraiile space
@sunce ekl be DO feen
 ihe sooormemencod e kel spuce gacn

by posr prugeny boesdance, coma e e
prismrty paveer sl sk Compevnd el de Cicaleg @
Jeleavhie gpare The efevtiseress ol ffernible qane

10 ﬁm
mu hrhkﬁphu'l'm

-;-u(.

California Department of Foreiry
o Fire Protection
Pibshe: Rmsowrces code 4791

STEP 1] Find the peecent abopn which bew describas

o oy,

STEP 2] Fisel thar 1y o vesgmiarionn whech bl
it bhe wildbond plosis growng oo or reor
oum peopary.

STEP 3} Breok up conlisecen wegetnlon
STEP 4] Dalermiss whetbar or aof there are
ladder fuels pewiani

STEP 5] Create o Jhloor wide “lian chos ond

Gieeh” arec

STEF &] Moinlain the wegaiolic within the delen

whide spoce.

iy whim malple gty w0 Iogiher
T Bl sinanr s alfics oin privade sstassos if the
awnicr of sdjcest propenio s kst Do met
work #0 S8 ehes praperty without ke
e,

Temporarly mak the BCSTIBELGNG BiLuRE
it Tlaggping o srips of cloih ted o dwsba, oo, o
ot wromend pose baree Thin sl e your delermbie
opace siea

al Fic |

nerithin N’q\‘hﬂﬁnnnﬂ wuch
wdditisnol chearoncs, up e 100
Fesi. o may be direded.
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STEP THREE: is viec a conmarous

I'I' G‘" l: D I!-_ ."Ir.uuf SU0APM WHITH BT [HSCEe s TOUR PROFIETY. st OF SHRUSS OR THEES PEESINT

i WITHIN THE BECOMMINDED DEFEHSIBLE SPAE
Homeowner's Guide to Calculating Percent Slope it
SRR N, W
Hodd this line parallel o the ground Fanch wbifianl pilats L s o
- -' W AT R
IRITERUACTIONS Bt i ncmapod =
byt o vppeiati
1. Erdange th dagiam ey o pholoiappag michne I-\.ru‘llﬂ'hhqdll fisa. s e
7. Whous phaleniry (h i pers of candlsomd “:‘ by e
R e
3 Purch & kol thiugh photsropy s candbiosnd al o degralid sl ivkhid s
o The: srpr cxavtimu-
4 Thiesd s 17 pasm ol winirg thapasgh 1hes bole and b a ool i the s oral detnd W egclation. he preass e wildfin:
ervd o Lhe eng o fin backssde of the caedboaxd s M this satke s peemt et woas recem
5 ol deleasible spais anca, pou shaukd “hesk-in-or
4 B 17 or Lyiges weribesi 90 wgihl the otes end al the sseng. C hsm«:;.l.ml stparsiion beiwoes plavis oy awad|
& bl e desi gnated b parallel o W gous d, ighing up slope z prmop of plaita
shang e wige ol h ardlard 4 ok E e =
E
¥ Themaiightiod dhring mell st fu prrcent ol shops storpans z
Fise' DfwwiTmit e, ilaprama of shopa in chg 1oy i pHEWmRRd M - !'-‘_'-"-d.d "EF-'“““
b, e & Distances for Shrubs |
H For aness with derse brush or ihick mees,
the reasmsedl wparlion Sk d
dependan) upoms deah beighi and siecpees
f_.-—"" A% MM 00 ol shoge. Specific recomime datiuns are
(e @) () jresnased el

kv ki 1 el Pl b ety ] s Tk e ikl Bk

TYPLS OF DEAD VEGETATION AND RECOMMENDED PRACTICE

DEAD FUELL TYPE RECOMMENDED PRACTICE

STANDIMNG BEAD TRED Fermnve of sanding dead ress iram withn e defan
sble spoce o

—— e

B-DWi BEAD TREE Iem.-l-realdwu deod reas Mﬁlndudd-ml;:ﬂ:t::-

inka s ond which cannel be renered il
disrurbance shavkd b wh in plocs. R ofl g
o fromn on emdedded dead wes,

CHAD SHAUSS B m:dmmmmnmm

Cinca ard wildiowan how drud o or
BREED GRASSES AND ﬁaﬂdmmiﬁdﬂnﬁm

L. ]

Rurchsnt thisch. by of s tvecbon oftem -
DEAD NEEDIES, LiaVEs, smm&'ﬂmmw_’- h;ﬁmh: 3 i ey s b
1O THE GROUND) wharn aesecllia in mﬂuum e congpies | benchaa) ard not be-

dend leaved, heviga, coeved,
DEAD NEEDLES, LEAVES, Huammeren o classd baervss, lbvonches, bige. ond For sxample, ifl yoor bome i located o & 10%
BRAMCHES, AND TWIGS il atnched o lejng tesss and shiks o beight 1.5 shope end e brush bs four feet wll, the sgpar-
{OTHER THAN ON THE GROUND] isce abuows groems. .u.h“mﬂwi, o igancn voekd bt st b gt

hmuﬁnﬂfuﬂllﬁmw“umbﬁi. or cight fool {2 x4 & sheub beight egeabi 8 v of

|t beast oncn annudhy]. paralion b n-:-_h“"- e 1

dstaron can T -
FIREWOOD AND OTHER mwww h-bmd mearving plants o through pruning e reduces
COMBUSTIBLE DEBRIS % bl | the dismeizr or height (shorier teighi means bess
i separatkn} of shrebs,
7
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-951



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

STEP THREE, continved
Recommended Separation
Disfances Betweon Tree Conoples
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

SUGGESTED
LANDSCAPIMNG PLANTS
TQ REDUCE FIRE HAZARD
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 158: RICHARD S. TAYLOR AND JANETTE SCHUE, SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER, LLP

Response 158-1:

Response 158-2:

Response 158-3:

Response 158-4:

Response 158-5:

Response 158-6:

Response 158-7:

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and
in compliance with CEQA.

Comment noted. The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan is
considered substantially consistent with the Placer County General Plan
and in several instances incorporates several General Plan policies.
Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were
received, no further response is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the land use designations within
the Martis Valley Community Plan are noted and will be forwarded to the
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of
project consideration. The environmental effects of the Proposed Land
Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps considered are fully
addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in
the Plan Area).

The commentor states that the Draft EIR’s setting description, impact
analysis (including growth inducement and cumulative effects),
mitigation measures and alternatives analysis are deficient, but fails to
provide any specific data or evidence to support these statements. The
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR provide an extensive analysis of project
impacts and provides an adequate description of the environmental
setting, impact analysis and alternatives analysis in compliance with the
requirements of CEQA. The County considers the Draft EIRR and Revised
Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community
Plan and in compliance with CEQA.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.
The environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use
maps considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft
EIR. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate
for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA and finds no reason for recirculation.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.
The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan is considered substantially
consistent with the Placer County General Plan and in several instances
incorporates several General Plan policies. Since no comments
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Response 158-8:

Response 158-9:

Response 158-10:

Response 158-11:

Response 158-12:

regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further
response is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.
The commentor notes several policies in the Placer County General Plan.
As discussed in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, the revisions to the Martis
Valley Community Plan are intended to be consistent with the policy
provisions of the Placer County General Plan. The commentor should
note that none of the policies that are quoted from the Placer County
General Plan prohibit the land use desighations contained in the Martis
Valley Community Plan, or its revisions. Phrases such as “promote” or
“encourage” are less regulatory than terms such as “shall” or “will”. As a
result, if a land use designation is proposed that isn’t consistent with the
reader’s interpretation of the policy, the proposal may be consistent with
the overall intent of the Martis Valley Community Plan or the Placer
County General Plan. The determination of whether a specific project is
consistent with the Placer County General Plan and the Martis Valley
Community Plan is made during consideration of the project by Placer
County. The County believes that the proposed project (Martis Valley
Community Plan Update) is consistent with its adopted Placer County
General Plan. The environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community
Plan and the associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the
alternative land use maps considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR
and Revised Draft EIR.

The commenter provides no specifics in questioning the ability of the
plan to protect water quality. Section 4.7 of the DEIR addresses water
quality and establishes a number of policies and mitigation measures
designed to ensure existing water quality conditions. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.
The environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use
maps considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft
EIR. Impacts to biological resources in the Plan area are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment K-39 regarding the Lahontan cutthroat
trout.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-10.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-10.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Response 158-13:

Response 158-14:

Response 158-15:

Response 158-16:

Response 158-17:

Response 158-18:

Response 158-19:

Response 158-20:

Response 158-21:

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-10. Potential
impacts to deer migration through the Plan area is addressed on Draft
EIR pages 4.9-81 through -87.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.
The environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use
maps considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft
EIR. Impacts to biological resources in the Plan area are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quallity) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply
Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-14.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.
The environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use
maps considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft
EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.
The environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use
maps considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft
EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-17.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in
the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in
the Plan Area).

The commentor suggests that the project description is not consistent
throughout the Draft EIR, but fails to provide any specific examples to
support this assertion. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).
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Response 158-22:

Response 158-23:

Response 158-24:

Response 158-25:

Response 158-26:

Response 158-27:

Response 158-28:

Response 158-29:

Response 158-30:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in
the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area). The commentor notes that in
their table 2, their estimate of commercial development potential is
lower than what was utlized in the Draft EIR (Sections 4.2,
Population/Housing/Employment, 4.4, Transportation and Circulation, 4.5,
Noise, and 4.6, Air Quality). This observation is correct and thus the Draft
EIR overstates the effect of commercial land uses on environmental
impacts identified in the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding
further modifications of estimated commercial development in the Plan
area.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in
the Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy). As noted in Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis), day user trips were considered in the traffic impact
analysis of the Draft EIR (Section 4.4) and thus were considered in noise
(Section 4.5) and air quality (Section 4.6) impacts disclosed in the Draft
EIR. It is unclear what public service impacts the commentor is referred
to. The public services impact analysis in the Draft EIR generally
considers full occupancy of the Plan area. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in
the Plan Area) regarding consideration of other public service impacts at
full occupancy of the Plan area.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy). Sections 4.5 (Noise), 4.6 (Air Quality), 4.7 (Hydrology and
Water Quality), 4.8 (Geology and Soils), 4.9 (Biological Resources), and
4.10 (Cultural and Paleontological Resources) of the Draft EIR all consider
construction impacts associated with subsequent development under
the Martis Valley Community Plan. Section 3.0 (Project Description)
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includes a list of large-scale development project proposed in the Plan
area as of the release of the Draft EIR.

Response 158-31: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy). Public service and infrastructure demands (including
roadway improvements) associated with subsequent development
under the Martis Valley Community Plan are addressed in Sections 4.4
(Transportation and Circulation) and 4.11 (Public Services) of the Draft
EIR.

Response 158-32: The information provided in Table 4.6-2, 4.6-3 and 4.6-4 (Draft EIR pages
4.6-7 through -14) and Appendix 4.6 was accidentally labeled
incorrectly. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Pages 4.6-7 through -14, the following text changes are made to
Tables 4.6-2, 4.6-3 and 4.6-4:

TABLE 4.6-2
CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS, POUND PER DAY

Alternative ROG NOx PM1o
Proposed Land Use Diagram (PP) 112 81.3 157.8
(with Mitigation) (10.9) (77.6) 31.1
Existing Martis Valley Community Plan Land 12.6 83.3 158.1
Use Map (AA) (with Mitigation) (12.3) (79.5) (31.5)
Alternative 1 (AB) 12.5 83.2 158.1
(with Mitigation) (12.2) (79.4) (31.5)
Alternative 2 (AC) 104 80.2 1575
(with Mitigation) (10.1) (76.5) (30.9)
PCAPCD Significance Threshold 82. 82. 82.

Source: Ballanti, 2002

TABLE 4.6-3
PREDICTED WORST-CASE CO CONCENTRATIONS AT SELECTED INTERSECTIONS, IN PARTS PER MILLION

Proposed Land Existing MV
Use Diagram Community Plan Alternative 1 Alternative 2
(2021) (2021) (2021) (2021)
1-Hr 8-Hr 1-Hr 8-Hr 1-Hr 8-Hr 1-Hr 8-Hr
Northstar Dr./ 7281 5447 | 80 53 | 7.9 53 | 7281 4754
S.R. 267
S.R. 267/Airport
Road/Schaffer Mil 9710.1 6-56.8 10.8 7.3 10.6 7.1 9.7146:% 6.5 68
S-R. 267/SR. 102105 687.1 11.4 7.7 10.9 7.3 10.216:5 6.8+%
267Bypass/ Joeger/
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Proposed Land Existing MV
Use Diagram Community Plan Alternative 1 Alternative 2
(2021) (2021) (2021) (2021)
1-Hr 8-Hr 1-Hr 8-Hr 1-Hr 8-Hr 1-Hr 8-Hr
Brockway
Most Stringent 20.0 9.0 20.0 9.0 | 200 9.0 20.0 9.0
Standard
Source: Ballanti, 2002
TABLE 4.6-4
PROJECT DIRECT/INDIRECT EMISSIONS IN POUND PER DAY
Alternative Source ROG NOXx PM1o
Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter
Proposed Vehicle Exhaust/ o5 7 4479 13295 14513 2272 25620
Land Use Road Dust +421.7 497.6 1463.3 1597.2 = 800.7 2821.0
Diagram (PP) Landscaping 8311 0709 0.2
Wood Burnin - ' ’ - ’
9 3071.6 455.1 3503.9
Natural Gas 138.0
Combustion 106 12.7 106 12.7 | 438:0 165.6 165.6 0.3 0.3
Consumer 3864
Products 386+ 451.0 451.0
Total SHIAULL | g 1629.8 22179 | PFF80L2 | g3o5,
Bxisting MV Vehicle Exhaust/ 582.1 611.4 1790.2 1953.2 980.7 3455.1
Community Road Dust
Plan (AA) Landscaping 9.7 - - 0.2 -
Wood Burning --- 3850.3 570.4 --- 4392.1
Natural Gas 16.8 16.8 2196 2196 0.4 0.4
Combustion
Consumer
Products 5654 5654 - - -
Total 1174.0 5043.9 2010.6 2743.2 981.3 7847.6
Alternative 1 Vehicle Exhaust/
(AB) Road Dust 531.3 553.6 1656.0 1784.3 906.5 3153.1
Landscaping 19.1 - - 0.4 -
Wood Burning --- 3525.4 522.3 --- 4021.6
Natural Gas 15.9 15.9 205.9 205.9 0.4 0.4
Combustion
Consumer
Products 4957 4957 - - -
Total 1062.0 4570.6 1863.4 2512.5 907.3 7175.1
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Alternative Source ROG NOXx PM1o
Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter
Alternative 2 Vehicle Exhaust/ 072 447.9 1329.5 1451.3 500.7 2562.0
(AC) Road Dust 425.7 ’ 4976 14633 15972 1212 ’ 28210
Landscaping 8.3113 --- 0.7069 --- 0.2 ---
. 2633.8 390.2 3004.5
Wood Burning - ‘ - ‘ 3503.9
Natural Gas 138.0
Combustion 10.6 327 10.6 427 | 138.0 1656 ‘ 0.3 0.3
Consumer 386.7
Products 386.7 4510 ‘
3479.0 1468.2 1979.5 5566.8
Total 831.3 9477 ‘ 1629.8 22179 727.7 8612 63252

Response 158-33:

Response 158-34:

Response 158-35:

Response 158-36:

The technical sections of the Draft EIR (Sections 4.1 through 4.12) provide
adequate setting information consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15125.
The Draft EIR makes several references to the Tahoe Basin in the setting
and impact discussions. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

The Draft EIR provides a extensive description of biological resources and
wildlife corridors in the Plan area (Draft EIR pages 4.9-1 through -33), a
description of public services and associated service provisions (Section
4.11, Public Services, of the Draft EIR), the extent of land uses (including
commercial uses) within the Plan area, and current housing and
demographic conditions in the Plan area and region (Draft EIR pages
4.2-3 through -14). The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding consideration of day
trips. CEQA includes no requirements to specify existing commercial
square footage or temporary facilities associated with the operation of
the Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Resort. The technical sections of the Draft EIR
(Sections 4.1 through 4.12) provide adequate setting information
consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15125.

The commentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it fails to
support its conclusions with facts and analysis. The conclusions of the
Draft EIR are based on technical studies prepared specifically for the
Plan area, reports that address the environmental conditions associated
with the project area, detailed modeling of the project’s effects (e.g.,
traffic, air quality and noise), consultation with resource agencies (e.g.,
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Response 158-37:

Response 158-38:

Response 158-39:

Response 158-40:

Response 158-41:

California Department of Fish and Game) and public service agencies
(e.g., Northstar Community Services District, Placer County Water Agency
and Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency), and analysis and expert opinion
by environmental professionals. The basis of impact analyses provided in
the Draft EIR is described in the document and reference material used is
cited at the end of each technical section of the Draft EIR, consistent
with the requirements of CEQA.

Table 3.0-1 of the Draft EIR provides a description of each of the projects
specifically referenced by the commentor (Draft EIR pages 3.0-11
through -16). CEQA does not require that the EIRs or applications of
development projects that are part of the cumulative setting be
provided in the Draft EIR of the project under evaluation. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding the
adequacy of the cumulative impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR. As
explained on page 1.0-2 of the Draft EIR, Placer County has prepared a
program level EIR for the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan
and is not intended to contain the project-level details for subsequent
projects in the Plan area.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy). The setting and subsequent project impact analysis
provided in the Draft EIR was based on existing conditions between
release of the Notice of Preparation (July 11, 2001) and release of the
Draft EIR (June 2002). Regarding the specific impact and analyses
referenced by the commentor (Section 4.1 and 4.4), the impact analyses
are based on evaluating buildout conditions under each of the land use
map options under consideration to existing and future planned
conditions of areas outside of the Plan area. These analyses do not
assume conditions associated with buildout of the 1975 Martis Valley
General Plan and the commentor provides no details or evidence to
support this statement.

The commentor suggests that the consistency analysis provided in
Section 4.1 (Land Use) of the Draft EIR is inadequate, but fails to specify
the deficiencies. Draft EIR pages 4.1-21 through -30 provide an analysis
of the Martis Valley Community Plan’s consistency with applicable plans.
The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan is considered substantially
consistent with the Placer County General Plan and in several instances
incorporates several General Plan policies.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-39. It should also
be noted that the environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community
Plan and the associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the
alternative land use maps considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR
and Revised Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
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Response 158-42:

Response 158-43:

Response 158-44:

Response 158-45:

Response 158-46:

Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.
The commenter is referred to Figure 3.0-5 Proposed Land Use Diagram
(PP) in the Draft EIR. This figure illustrates the Forest (40-640 AC. MIN) land
use designation. Table 1.1 of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update,
identifies this Land Use Designation as being consistent with the Forestry
(FOR), Timberland Production Zone (TPZ), Residential Forest (RF) and
Open Space (O) zone districts. The discussion under C.1.1.1 of the Martis
Valley Community Plan further describes this land use designation as
being “...applied to mountainous areas of the Plan area where the
primary land uses relate to the growing and harvesting of timber and
other forest products...” Placer County believes that this land use
designation, as described in the Martis Valley Community Plan Update,
complies with Government Code Section 65302(a)(1).

All TPZ lands are included in the Forest Land Use designhation as described
in the Martis Valley Community Plan. It is common for one general plan
designation to have several compatible zone districts that direct and
control land uses within the same designhation. Commercial land use
designations, for example, frequently have a number of commercial
zone districts that are compatible. Removal from TPZ is a ten-year
process, involving penalties if the property is removed prior to the ten
year period. Placer County believes that the land use designation for
Forest, can accommodate other zoning appropriate and compatible
with forestry practices. The Draft EIR pages 4.1-30 through -40 specifically
address land use conflicts and timberland conversion impacts, which
includes the consideration of land areas currently zoned TPZ. These
impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable.

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

Draft EIR Impact 4.2.1 is specifically associated with whether the
proposed Martis Valley Community Plan and the associated land use
map options would be within holding capacity for the Plan area set forth
by the Placer County General Plan. Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft
EIR address the environmental effects associated with the extent of
development provided under the Martis Valley Community Plan.

The commenter is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used
for Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), 3.4.8 (Affordable
and Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment
F-4.

The Draft EIR references the Hazardous Waste Management Plan
adopted by Placer County in January 1989. Placer County General Plan
policies 8.G.1, 8.G.2, 8.G.5 and 8.G.12 require consistency with state,
local and federal standards, and require that the County strictly regulate
the storage of hazardous materials and wastes. (Draft EIR page 4.3-14)
Policy 6.H.22 of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update states that “The
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Response 158-47:

Response 158-48:

Response 158-49:

Response 158-50:

Response 158-51:

Response 158-52:

County shall encourage and work with the Truckee Fire Protection District
and Northstar CSD to develop coordinated all-hazard disaster response
procedures for the following types of disasters: wildfires, flooding,
earthquake, severe winter storms, transportation accidents, acts of
terrorism, civil disturbance, and hazardous materials releases.” Policy
9.H.4. of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update states “The County
shall encourage project proponents to consult early in the planning
process with the County regarding the applicability of countywide
indirect and area wide source programs and transportation control
measures (TCM) programs. Project review shall also address energy
efficient building and site designs and proper storage, use, and disposal
of hazardous materials.” Implementation of the policies contained within
the Placer County General Plan, the Martis Valley Community Plan
Update and applicable local, federal and state regulations, addresses
the potential for hazardous materials within the Plan area. In addition,
the land uses designations set forth in the Martis Valley Community do
not typically involve the use of significant quantities hazards materials.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Quasi Public uses sere assumed to be office uses for purposed of trip
generation. Expansion in ski area capacity was incorporated in the
traffic analysis. It is not standard professional practice for a community
plan environmental document to base traffic analysis on special events
(such as golf tournaments), given their infrequency of occurrence. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The Draft EIR provides detailed information regarding study area
roadways, year 2001 LOS conditions at study area intersections and
roadway segments as well as provides accident data (Draft EIR pages
4.4-1 through -16). This information is utilized in the traffic impact analysis
provided in the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Draft EIR page 4.4-57 notes the environmental effects anticipated from
the construction of roadway improvements identified under Mitigation
Measure MM 4.4.1a. The environmental effects of other minor roadway
improvements internal to the Plan area (e.g., Schaffer Mil Road
connection to Northstar) was included as part of the development under
the project (Draft EIR page 4.0-2).
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Response 158-53:

Response 158-54:

Response 158-55:

Response 158-56:

Response 158-57:

Response 158-58:

Response 158-59:

Response 158-60:

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-52.

The EIR concludes that the plan will not have a significant impact on
parking in the area as adequate parking is required at the individual
project level development. In addition, the plan implements many
policies that would improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the area.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-32.

Draft EIR pages 4.6-7 through -9 and Appendix 4.6 specifically note the
methodology and inputs associated with the air quality analysis. Given
this, it is unclear what the commentor is suggesting is “unclear”. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Draft EIR page
4.6-19 specifically notes that the cumulative air quality analysis takes into
account the entire Martis Valley area, Mountain Counties Air Basin and
the Tahoe Basin.

The commentor suggests that the hydrology and water quality analysis is
inadequate because it fails to consider some of the components of
development under the project, but fails to provide any specific details
regarding the missed components. Draft EIR pages 4.7-30 through -73
provide an extensive analysis of water quality, water supply and
drainage impacts associated with subsequent development under the
Martis Valley Community Plan, including estimations on the extent of
substantial land disturbance from development. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quallity) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply
Effects of the Project).

The project consists of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan,
which is a policy document that regulates development of the Plan
area, but does not specifically dictate the exact form that subsequent
development may occur. Thus, it would be speculation to attempt to
guantify impervious cover, tree removal and alterations associated with
grading. Expansion of the Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Resort is not a
component of the Martis Valley Community Plan. As noted in Section 4.0
(Introduction to the Analysis and Assumptions Used), the Draft EIR does
takes into account conceptual ski terrain improvements identified in the
“Northstar-at-Tahoe Completing the Vision”. No application has been
submitted for the expansion of the ski terrain area shown in Figure 4.0-1,
thus the specific extent of disturbance cannot be quantified. However,
as described in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) these

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-967



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Response 158-61:

Response 158-62:

Response 158-63:

Response 158-64:

Response 158-65:

Response 158-66:

Response 158-67:

Response 158-68:

Response 158-69:

conceptual improvements have were considered in the water quality
impact analysis. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3
(Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The Draft EIR does acknowledge the extent of the Truckee River (Draft EIR
page 4.7-1). However, the cumulative analysis is based on the same
study area utilized by Desert Research Institute as part of the Water
Quality Assessment and Modeling of the California Portion of the Truckee
River Basin Report (Draft EIR page 4.7-67). The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project).

The Draft EIR provides a general description of existing land use
conditions in the Plan area as well as estimates land area with the Plan
area anticipated to remain in open space or in a low intensity use (Draft
EIR page 4.7-52). The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3
(Water Quality) and Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The project consists of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan,
which is a policy document that regulates development of the Plan
area, but does not specifically dictate the exact form that subsequent
development may occur. Thus, it would be speculation to attempt to
qguantify tree removal and alterations associated with grading. The
information cited by the commentor is a reference to technical studies
associated with the water quality studies for the Truckee River in the
setting discussion and was not used in the Draft EIR as a standard for
compliance. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water

Quality).

The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges the potential for new golf
courses in the Plan area to result in surface water quality impacts (Draft
EIR page 4.7-37). The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3
(Water Quality) and Response to Comment 158-60.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) and Response to Comment [-
12. The Lahontan Region Basin Plan contains a waste discharge
prohibiting individual domestic wastewater facilities (e.g., septic tanks
and leachfield systems).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project). Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through
—-20 specifically notes Public Law 101-618 (Truckee-Carson-Pyramid Lake
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Response 158-70:

Response 158-71:

Response 158-72:

Response 158-73:

Response 158-74:

Settlement Act), which sets forth the requirement of establishing the
Truckee River Operating Agreement. Thus, it is not speculative to assume
that TROA will be implemented.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). The
Revised Draft EIR includes several alternatives that provide reduced
development that could provide for improved surface water quality.

The commentor is referred to Section 4.8 (Geology and Soils) of the Draft
EIR for a discussion of geologic conditions, soil types and slope. The
project consists of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan,
which is a policy document that regulates development of the Plan
area, but does not specifically dictate the exact form that subsequent
development may occur. Thus, it would be speculation to quantify land
alterations associated with grading and other improvements. The Draft
EIR adequately addresses geologic stability concerns associated with
subsequent development.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-71. It should be
noted that the Draft EIR does utilize geotechnical reports that have been
prepared for the Eaglewood, Hopkins Ranch, Siler Ranch and Northstar
areas.

The commentor is also referred to Figure 4.8-3 and Table 4.8-2 in the Draft
EIR for a discussion of soil types and erosion potential within the Plan
area. The project consists of the adoption of the Martis Valley
Community Plan, which is a policy document that regulates
development of the Plan area, but does not specifically dictate the
exact form that subsequent development may occur. Expansion of the
Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Resort is not a component of the Martis Valley
Community Plan. As noted in Section 4.0 (Introduction to the Analysis
and Assumptions Used), the Draft EIR does takes into account
conceptual ski terrain improvements identified in the “Northstar-at-Tahoe
Completing the Vision”. No application has been submitted for the
expansion of the ski terrain area shown in Figure 4.0-1 of the Draft EIR,
thus the specific extent of disturbance cannot be quantified. As
specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.0-2, the environmental effects
associated with subsequent development under the Martis Valley
Community Plan disclosed in the Draft EIR includes anticipated roadway
improvements.

The Draft EIR specifically notes areas within the Plan area where
development (including potential ski terrain expansions associated with
the Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Resort) could occur that would be exposed to
avalanche hazards (Draft EIR pages 4.8-37 and -38). Analysis and
consideration for avoiding avalanche hazards in undeveloped portions
of the Plan area will only be necessary when development is proposed
that exposes future residents and users to this hazard. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment 156-21.
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Response 158-75:

Response 158-76:

Response 158-77:

Response 158-78:

Response 158-79:

The commentor suggests that the biological resources analysis in the
Draft EIR is inadequate and does not fully address the project’s direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts. Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of
the Draft EIR utilizes several sources of information and studies, biological
resource evaluations for individual properties within the Plan area as well
as detailed vegetative and habitat mapping. This section also notes
applicable local, state and federal policies and regulations associated
with biological resources. Thus, Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR is consistent
with the setting requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15125. The commentor
is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) and
3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the
Draft EIR).

Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provides an extensive
discussion of existing biological conditions within the Plan area, including
detailed habitat mapping. Reports and surveys used in the analysis were
specifically cited in the references portion of the Section (Draft EIR pages
4.9-90 and -91). Each of these reference materials provided appropriate
information for the description of biological resources in the Plan area as
well as consideration of project impacts. The locations of known
occurrences of special-status plant and animal species as well as deer
migration through the Plan area are specifically noted in the Draft EIR
(Draft EIR pages 4.9-24 through -33).

The Draft EIR provides detailed mapping and resource information for
the Plan area and connection with surrounding areas associated with
current areas of substantial disturbance in the Plan area and wildlife
movement through the Plan area (Figure 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR), habitat
and vegetation conditions (including forested areas, Figures 4.9-1 and
4.9-2 of the Draft EIR) and waterways/wetland areas (Figure 4.9-4 of the
Draft EIR). Disturbance in the region (i.e., Sierra Nevada Range), due to
logging, residential and commercial development, and fire suppression
has occurred for decades. Additionally, much of the area (e.g.,
developed areas within the Plan area, Town of Truckee and Tahoe Basin)
is already developed and/or disturbed. Given the history of disturbance
and the level and/or proximity to existing development, it is not
anticipated that the project will significantly change fire regimes.

Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan policies, implementation
programs and mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR consist of
performance standards that subsequent development within the Plan
area would be required to comply with, consistent with type of project
under evaluation (adoption of a new community plan). The use of
performance standard mitigation is allowed under CEQA Guidelines
15126.4(a) and is supported by case law (Sacramento Old City
Association v. City Council of Sacramento [3d. Dist. 1991] 229 Cal.App.3d
1011, 1028 [280 Cal.Rptr. 478]).

The Draft EIR addresses biological resource impacts associated with
special-status species that are not limited to the Plan area, including
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Response 158-80:

Response 158-81:

Response 158-82:

Response 158-83:

Response 158-84:

wildlife movement and deer migration (Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 through —
89). In addition, the Draft EIR considers the cumulative effect of the
proposed Martis Valley Community Plan on biological resources in the
region (Draft EIR pages 4.9-88 and -89).

Impacts to common species are considered less-than-significant unless
the proposed project has the potential to affect a common species
throughout a large portion of its known range (i.e., threatens to eliminate
the species), has potential to cause populations of common species to
fall below self-sustaining levels, or the proposed project has the potential
to affect the movement of the common species from one seasonal
range to another. Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 and -40 identifies that the
vegetation and habitat types to be impacted by the project (mixed
conifer forest, red fir forest, Great Basin sage scrub, montane chaparral,
and ruderal habitats) are widespread throughout the Sierra Nevada and
currently receive no protection from federal, state, or local resource
agencies. Thus, their conversion as a result of subsequent development
in the Plan area would not be considered significant. However, the Draft
EIR does acknowledge where conversion of such habitats may impact
special-status species and deer migration (Draft EIR pages 4.9-51 through
-87).

The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR did not consider all
environmental effects and extent of habitat loss from the adoption Martis
Valley Community Plan associated with roadway widening, new golf
course development, ski terrain expansion, timber harvesting and other
allowed land uses. Draft EIR page 4.9-39 specifically notes that the
vegetation impact acreage estimates are based on the direct impacts
from substantial development set forth under the land use map options.
However, the Draft EIR also considers that biological resource impacts
associated with roadway widening, new golf course development, ski
terrain expansion, timber harvesting and other allowed land uses (Draft
EIR pages 4.9-39 through -89). The commentor misstates the Draft EIR
that the use of forest parcels is not considered in the impact analysis.
The intent of the statement on Draft EIR page 4.9-39 was to specifically
note that the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan does not
specifically propose timber production in the Plan area, rather it
acknowledges and regulates this allowed land use.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-81.

The impact analysis associated with Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of
the Draft EIR specifically acknowledges increased human presence as
an indirect effect on biological resources in the Plan area, which
includes such aspects of increased human presence as water quality
concerns and the expansion of roadway facilities (Draft EIR pages 4.9-51
through -89).

The impact analysis provided in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the
Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that some land areas designhated as
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Response 158-85:

Response 158-86:

Response 158-87:

Response 158-88:

Response 158-89:

Response 158-90:

Response 158-91:

Response 158-92:

Response 158-93:

Open Space or another low intensity land use may be impacted by
recreational development associated with new golf courses and ski
terrain expansions that are not specifically a component of the Martis
Valley Community Plan (Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 through -89).

The commenter is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) associated with Placer Legacy and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-85. Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR analyzes the biological resource
impacts associated with the Proposed Land Use Diagram.

The Draft EIR specifically addresses potential impacts to deer migration
(Draft EIR pages 4.9-81 through -87). Implementation of proposed Martis
Valley Community Plan policies and mitigation measures MM 4.9.11a and
b would mitigate this impact to less than significant. The commentor
provides no evidence that counters the conclusions in the Draft EIR.

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment K-39 regarding the
Lahontan cutthroat trout. The Draft EIR does address potential impacts
to the California wolverine (Draft EIR pages 4.9-72 through -76).
However, the Draft EIR does acknowledge that the project would
contribute to cumulative impacts on special-status species and habitat
conditions in the region (Draft EIR pages 4.9-88 and -89).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-88. The project
is not expected to result in any direct loss in old growth stands adjacent
to the Plan area. The commentor provides no evidence to support to
statement that the project would result in direct off-site old growth stand
impacts.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-88 and Master
Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Comment noted. Placer County believes that the biological resources
analysis in the Draft EIR is adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley
Community Plan and in compliance with CEQA. The Revised Draft EIR
analyzed several alternatives that would reduce biological resource
impacts associated with reduced development in the Plan area.

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 158-75 through -90.

The Draft EIR’s analysis of project impacts on wastewater service is based
on consultations with the Truckee Sanitary District, Northstar Community
Services District and the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (Draft EIR
pages 4.11-51 through -62), while the commentor provides no evidence
of why the analysis is inadequate. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions
Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area).
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Response 158-94:

Response 158-95:

Response 158-96:

Response 158-97:

Response 158-98:

Response 158-99:

Response 158-100:

Response 158-101:

Response 158-102:

Response 158-103:

Draft EIR page 4.11-57 notes that until specific nonresidential land use
types are known, it is not possible to specifically estimate nonresidential
wastewater usage. Nonresidential wastewater generation rates were
provided in the Draft EIR. However, based on consultations with T-TSA, the
expanded Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) would provide adequate
capacity to serve buildout of the Plan area and the T-TSA service area
under cumulative conditions (a projected service population of 143,000)
(Draft EIR page 4.11-57 and -61).

Given the growth rates in the Plan area, buildout of the Plan area is not
expected to occur by the year 2005. The Draft EIR pages 4.11-52 and -53
specifically note that the WRP has been received its waste discharge
requirements from RWQCB as well as how T-TSA plans to fund the
expansion. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and
Response to Comment 158-94.

Based on consultations with the Northstar Community Services District,
wastewater conveyance facilities from the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort
community have been sized to provide adequate capacity for buildout
of Northstar, including capacity for commercial uses and the ski resort.
The potential insufficient provision of restrooms at the Northstar-at-Tahoe
Ski Resort is not related to the conveyance capacity of the community.

The Draft EIR specifically notes that the planned expansion of
wastewater treatment facilities associated with the WRP (which would
provide wastewater treatment service for the Plan area) were previously
addressed in the certified T-TSA Water Reclamation Plant Expansion
Project EIR (State Clearinghouse No 98052005).

The Draft EIR identifies the anticipated water source (groundwater) for
the Plan area and evaluates the environmental effects of utilizing this
source. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water
Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply
Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project).
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Response 158-104:

Response 158-105:

Response 158-106:

Response 158-107:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project). Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.5 consists of a performance
standard and is based on the requirements of the Truckee-Carson-
Pyramid Lake Water Settlement Act. The use of performance standard
mitigation is allowed under CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a) and is supported
by case law (Sacramento OIld City Association v. City Council of
Sacramento [3d. Dist. 1991] 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028 [280 Cal.Rptr.
478]).

The Draft EIR specifically addresses impacts to fire protection and
emergency service and law enforcement as a result of subsequent
development under the Martis Valley Community Plan (Draft EIR pages
4.11-7 through -24). This analysis was based on consultations with service
providers. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area) as well
as Comment Letter A (Truckee Fire Protection District).

Draft EIR page 4.11-12 specifically notes portions of the Plan area that
are of special concern for wildland fire hazards. The Martis Fire did not
occur in the Plan area and did not result in substantial losses of
residential units. The Plan area is anticipated to have four roadway
access points outside of the Plan area. These include SR 267 Bypass, SR
267 south into the Tahoe Basin, Brockway Road through the Downtown
area of the Town of Truckee and the future east river crossing within the
Town of Truckee. In addition, Draft EIR pages 4.11-13 specifically
identifies proposed Martis Valley Community Plan policies 6.H.9, 6.H.13,
6.H.14, 6.H.17 and 6.H.21 that require County coordination with the local
fire protection agencies regarding the adequacy of fire protection and
safety for development projects as well as requiring that new
development meet local standards for fire protection. This specifically
includes fuel breaks and emergency access routes (Policy 6.H.17). The
environmental impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR considers the
effects of all aspects of subsequent development under the Martis Valley
Community, which includes roadway improvements and other activities
anticipated to support development. The commentor is also referred to
Response to Comment 158-106.

As a program document, the Martis Valley Community Plan establishes
policies that must be followed by project-specific development
proposals. The Draft EIR acknowledges that subsequent projects will be
required to complete CEQA because site-specific information cannot be
presented in this programmatic document. Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR
addresses visual impacts, and establishes policies that must be followed
when specific design information is presented. The commentor misstates
information provided in the Draft EIR regarding treatment of the future
widening of SR 267, potential ski terrain expansions and new golf courses.
As specifically noted on Draft EIR pages 4.12-12 through -37, the visual
resource analysis considers the potential visual resource impacts
associated with the widening of SR 267 and future recreation facilities as
well as residential and nonresidential development.
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Response 158-108:

Response 158-109:

Response 158-110:

Response 158-111:

Response 158-112:

Figures 4.12-2 through 4.12-5 of the Draft EIR are based on the visual
resource sensitivity mapping that was previously performed as part of the
1975 Martis Valley General Plan based on landforms and vegetation
conditions (Figure 4.12-1 of the Draft EIR). Given the forested condition of
the area associated with the High Density Residential site in the Northstar-
at-Tahoe resort community, it is not expected that it would be a
dominant visual feature from views along SR 267.

The project consists of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan,
which is a policy document that regulates development of the Plan
area, but does not specifically dictate the exact form that subsequent
development may occur. Thus, it would be speculation to attempt to
guantify tree removal and alterations associated with grading and
development that are necessary for conducting a visual simulation.

The commentor states that the Draft EIR lacks evidence that the
identified mitigation measures and proposed policies would mitigate
project impacts and fails to identify other feasible mitigation measures.
However, the commentor does not provide any specifics in regards to
what Draft EIR mitigation measures are of concern. As identified in
several sections of the Draft EIR, the mitigation measures identified the
Draft EIR are based on consultations with applicable public agencies,
recommendations from technical studies and reports that are
referenced in the Draft EIR, evidence referenced in this document,
applicable agency standards and the expert opinion of qualified
professionals associated with the preparation of the Draft EIR.

Raptors and migratory birds have varying levels of tolerance regarding
human presence. It should be noted that the Plan area is already
disturbed and includes substantial human presence. Mitigation Measure
MM 4.9.6 would ensure that no birds or their active nests are disturbed
during construction activities. The project would involve minor
reductions to total available nesting habitat in the region and thus, no
significant indirect impacts to raptors and migratory birds are expected.
The commenter refers to Mitigation Measure 4.9.6 that does not suggest
that roosts can be removed once nesting is completed. The mitigation
measure states “Trees containing nest sites that must be removed shall be
removed during the non-breeding season.” Emphasis added. Draft EIR
page 4.9-67. The Mitigation Measure also requires compliance with the
Endangered Species Act and concurrence by the California Department
of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to
ensure no “take” of habitat occurs.

Comment noted. The Martis Valley Community Plan already includes
several policies that would preserve habitat conditions for the mountain
yellow-legged frog associated with protecting waterways in the Plan
area from development and the inclusion of buffers, in addition to
Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.4. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).
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Response 158-113:

Response 158-114:

Response 158-115:

Response 158-116:

Response 158-117:

Response 158-118:

Response 158-119:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-39 and 10-28.

Comment noted. The Proposed Land Use Diagram provides land uses
that generally maintain existing wildlife movement corridors as well as
deer migration routes. Biological resource evaluations cited in Section
4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provide detailed information
regarding the movement of deer through the northwestern and western
portion of the Plan area. Mitigation measures MM 4.9.11a and b
specifically ensure that subsequent development projects identify the
specific path of deer migration and provide adequate and appropriate
open space corridors to allow continued use of the corridors.

Draft EIR mitigation measures and proposed Martis Valley Community
Plan policies cited in the Draft EIR as providing mitigation consist of
performance standards to ensure that impacts are adequately mitigated
as a result of subsequent development. The use of performance
standard mitigation is allowed under CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a) and is
supported by case law (Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council
of Sacramento [3d. Dist. 1991] 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028 [280 Cal.Rptr.
478]).

Section 7.0 (Long-Term Implication) of the Draft EIR specifically addresses
the growth-inducing effects of the adoption of the Martis Valley
Community Plan. Draft EIR page 7.0-2 specifically notes that
implementation of the project would result in the subsequent
development of residential, commercial and recreational uses as well as
the expansion of infrastructure and roadway facilities within the Plan
area. However, the Draft EIR specifically notes that the range of land
uses and buildout potential considered under the Proposed Land Use
Diagram and the land use map alternatives would all be within the
growth projections set forth under the Placer County General Plan. The
growth inducing analysis does note that this growth would result in
significant effects on the environment that were generally in the Placer
County General Plan EIR and in more detail in the Martis Valley
Community Plan Update Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.8
(Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 158-116. The
environmental effects of this roadway widening is addressed on Draft EIR
page 4.4-57.

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 158-116. The
environmental effects of potential expansion of ski terrain within the Plan
area is addressed throughout the Draft EIR.
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Response 158-120:

Response 158-121:

Response 158-122:

Response 158-123:

Response 158-124:

Response 158-125:

Several components of the major infrastructure intended to support
development within the Plan area currently exists or planned to be in
place (e.g., wastewater pipelines along SR 267 and Schaffer Mill Road
and expansion of the WRP). Further extension of infrastructure facilities
within the Plan area would be limited to serve planned development
under the Martis Valley Community Plan, which has been previously
assumed to develop under the Placer County General Plan. The project
is not expected to result in growth inducing impacts to the Tahoe Basin,
given the development restrictions set forth by the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency. While development of the Plan area would add to
current growth pressures on the Town of Truckee, it would not necessitate
development that is inconsistent with the Town of Truckee General Plan.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised
Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community
Plan and in compliance with CEQA. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) regarding consideration
of development projects in advance of the adoption of the Martis Valley
Community Plan.
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Letter 159 !
poly 7
LACER of
¢ HEDAT "‘5&} August 13, 2002
Attn: Lori Lawrence Celvep
Environmental Review Technician Al
Placer County Planning Dept. I3 .?ﬂ,fp
11414 “B™ Ave. F.'.
Aubum, Ca. 95603 NG D 4

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Pmmaﬂm Valley Community Plan
Update.

Dear Mz, Lawrence,

I am a part-time resident of Northstar, and have been actively following the planning
process for the Martis Valley for two years. Many aspects of the county’s preferred
alternative plan and the associated Draft Environmental Impact Report concern me. In
this letter, [ am enclosing a couple of articles from the local newspapers regarding traffic
which [ would like Placer County to analyze.

The first was published in the Vol. 134-No. 32 of the Sierra Sun. In the starred article,
“Wartiz Talk Continues”, Town of Trockes Councilman Josh Sussman was quoted, * 1
was just incredulows when I saw the volume of traffic and circulation...”. Community
Development Director Tony Lashbrook said the town's two main lranc CONCEerns are
keeping Highway 267 a two-lane road and minimizing the amount of traffic signals that
will need to be placed along 267 if the current plans go through. But Lashbrook noted.
development would have to be reduced 90 percent from the eurrent plan to aveid “four

laning™ 267.

During the Citizen's Advisory Committee Meetings for the Martis Valley Community
Plan Update, members of the community have requested a plan which doas not require
the four-laning of Highway 267. It is not clear to me that the Plan has set a threshold
level for development which does not require the widening of 267. Certainly nothing has
been proposed that approximates Mr. Lashbrook”s figure of a reduction of 90% from the
eurrent plan. From an intuitive basis, [ believe Mr. Lashbrook’s figure is right.
However, he may have model information which goes beyond my intuition. Please
determine what the basis for Mr. Lashbrook’s comment is. Many times [ encounter stop-
and-go traffic on 267 as | travel to either Lake Tahoe or the town of Truckee. This road
already has an inadequate level of service. At what level of development do we avoid
widening 267 to four lanes? What level of service will we be provided with? Is it worse

than what we currently have?

In the Aug. 2, 2002 edition of the Lake Tahoe Bonanza, the starred article, “Advisory
group to hear changes to Ponderosa Community Plan”, TRPA is credited with estimating
that new development under the Martis Valley Community Plan update could increase
hasin car traffic by at least twenty percent. I believe that only one intersection (267 at
King's Beach) was analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Highway 89 was

<,

158-2

not analyzed; Incline Village traffic was not analyzed. The effect of the additional
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Lsoipascpe bl FHE,
&)
pollutants on Lake Tahoe itzelf was not analyzed, even though a recent article by Leo
Poppoll “Basin Watch” stares that atmospheric deposition accournts for significant
portions of the pollutant load for the Lake. I believe that if stmospherie deposition 159-2
accounts for Lake Tahoe pollution, the same must be true for Martis Creek and the Cont'd
Truckee River. Please analyze how atmospheric deposition from vehicle related issues
such as road sanding and automobile exhaust affect the surface water in the Martis

Valley. :

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to express my concemns regarding the effects of
traffic and roads on the Martis Valley and surrounding arcas, I look forward to seeing

these issues addressed in a revised and recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, | 1592
Please do not certify this Dmft Environmental [mpact Report for the Martis Valley
Community Plan. Instead, recirculate it and fully analvze the effects of traffic and
additional roads on the Martis Valley and the surrounding areas, including at least the

Morth and West shores of Lake Tahoe.

Sincerely yours, o

Ilfhgard::nghm Rd. [7OF (Growse E;‘Jjw@a'-

Piedmont, Califormia ,{/’gy}fffﬁﬁ!f
il Truckee /]
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 159: KATHY WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 159-1:

Response 159-2:

Response 159-3:

The commentor states that SR 267 already has an inadequate level of
service and a certain level of development could require the widening of SR
267 to four lanes. Table 4.4-26 of the Draft EIR as well as Appendix B of this
document specifically notes that that trip generation associated with the
Proposed Land Use Diagram would need to be reduced by 90 percent.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) regarding estimated project traffic volumes in the
Tahoe Basin and 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin). Draft
EIR pages 4.7-37 through —68 consider water quality impacts associated with
roadway maintenance and sanding.

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 160
August 13, 2002 q'l.hc%‘?[ (s
_dﬁ'é:— b4
Attn: Lori Lawrence RECry Ven ‘i
Environmental Review Technician i
Placer County Planning Dept. Fg 270
11414 “B" Ave. PLI‘QM e
Auburn, Ca. 95603 NG g o
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley ¥ "‘.i;i:".“w?

Community Plan Update

Diear Ms. Lawrence,

I am a part-time resident of Northstar, and have been actively following the planning
process for the Martis Valley for two years. Many aspects of the county’s preferred
alternative plan and the associated Draft Environmental Impact Report, concern me.

However, because the plan is so complex and lengthy, [ need additional time to comment 160-1
fully. Please extend the time for comments until the end of August, at 8 minimum. At
this point, I believe that the Community Plan and the assoeiated Draft Environmental
Impact Report are so flawed that the decument should be revised and recirculated for
additional comments. 1 formally request that Placer Co. do this.

I am a retired plant pathologist with a Ph.D from the University of California, Berkeley.
As such, I am particularly interested in the flora of the Martis Valley. Some of the
environmental articles from the Tahoe World, North Lake Tahoe Bonaneza and Sierra Sun
have been particularly pertinent because they comrelate with my own ohservations abaout
the Martis Valley. Iam enclosing the following:

+= Poppoff, Leo, “A New look at restoring disturbed areas with vegetation™, North
Lake Tahoe Bonanza. July 26, 2002,

= Poppoff, Leo, “Many campaign to rid Tahoe of obnoxious squatters™, Tahoe
World. Summer, 2002 1602

= Sommer, Eric, “Mysterious red stuff growing in Marlis reservoir. Sierra Sun.
July, 2002.

These articles deal with invasive exofic plants and revegetating efforts in the
Tahoe/Martis Valley area. Construction, because it disturbs soil and vegetation cover,
predisposes areas to invasion by non-native plant species such as Bull Thistle and Spotted
Knapweed. The Big Springs area in Northstar was hydroseeded in an effort to control
crosion resulling from construction, ongoing for at least the past five years. [ was told by
representatives from Northstar that only native plant species would be used in this effore
However, many non-native grasses, and noxious weeds such as Bull Thistle have
appeared. Either the hydroseeding mixiure was contaminated, and/or the bare soil
resulting from construction was hospitable to seeds blown in from neighboring areas.
Revegetation of ski slopes can also be difficult. Many of Morthstar’s slopes are covered
by a non-native grass with a few yarow mixed in and not much else. Oftentimes, there

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
3.0-985
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are expanses of hare soil. Near the Day Lodge on the ski sTnp&a is a noxious weed,
whitetop, Lepidium latijolium. Steve Matson, California Native Plant Society member,
has reported to me that he has also seen this plant at Lahontan. This is not the first
sighting, as I noticed that it was reported in a biological study donc by KEA for
Morthstar. These examples from my own experience, coupled with the recent news
articles referenced above, concern me for the future of our native flora in the Martis
Valley and nearby communities. . Please implement programs that protect our native
flora. How do invasives such as Lepidium latifolium (whitetop) get to mid-mountain at
Morthstar? How should developers eradicate invasive exotic species once they are
established? Does L latifolium travel in stream systems? [fso, it could rapidly invade
much of the Martis Valley.

The invasion of Mantis Creek Lake by Eurasian milfoil is an example of an exotic Eﬂ;ﬁd
ereating havoe in the Tahoe/Martiz Valley area. The attached article details the problems

mssociated with this plant.

How will Placer County regulate the revegetation efforts which must accompany
development? One possible solution may be close at hand. Mike Hogan’s efforts at
revegetation are referred to in “A new look at restoring disturbed areas with vegetation™.
He has helped Northstar with some of their revegetation as well, Success is not
impossible but certainly requires care and special technigues including the proper seed
mix (sceds collected at elevations between five-hundred [eet below and above the site to
be vegetated, and no more than five miles away). Martis Valley has an ineredibly diverss
flora. Tt would be short-sighted of the County to jeopardize this ecosystem by failing to
have a Best Management Practice in place for revegetating this area as construction
oceurs. Please develop such a system, ugsing local expertise, in a revised Draft

Environmental Impact Report.

There is of course, a direct correlation between properly revegetating disturbed areas and
contralling erosion, which has a direct effect on our air snd water quality. [ hope the
County will teke the opportunity of the Martis Valley Community Flan Update to make
certain that what development occurs does not further damage this special place,

Sincerely yours,

2ol

Kathy Welch
111 Sandringham Rd.
Piedmont, Ca. 94611

1707 Grouse Ridge Rd.
Maorthstar
Truckee, Ca. 96161

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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o

VIRONMENT

Vany c—ampﬂign to rid Tahoe of obnoxious squatters

&
P ld
(L omtrnton /-
A

ahoe Basin agencics

have formed a posse to

root out ebooxious
uatters.

It's called the Taboe Weed
‘pordinating Growp. The 20
1embers include TRFA, the
orest Service, Agriculture

allempts to stabilize the water-
shed, increases siream sedimen-
and ig bad for water qual-

ity. knanpwesd contains
material that inhibits the growth
of other plants and it irricates
human skin.

Yellow starthistle, which has

partments f Mevada amd recenily been mp:me in I:hr.l
:immia, 'LF:ivemltyr Exten- Basin, reducas wildlife habitat
ions of both and forage,
: depletes soil
fh.?:;nn . isture
Fater Quali- and its
+ Contral (xS can
oard, Sier- ﬂm::um
1 Pacific res.
ower Com- Daffuse
any, Cal- By Leo Poppoli i .W
s, SIC. ‘ ’

The list BASIN WATCH ivadas'cit-
iﬁd“w '|Jr|ch.'l.llJ!'F‘1 hed
wludes some fifieen plants grusgland and riparian plant
12t have heén deemed noxious, — commuRitics, impairs wildlifs
(o there's a contract oul on Mhmandmwa_mﬂm-
sem. Susan Donaldson chains  sion. ks found in Alpine Coun-
we Tahoe Wesd Coordinsting ty gravel lots and along high-
iroup and is deadly serons way 50 in El Dorado County,
bout stopping the aliea inva- Bull thistle is widzspread in

ice. Dr. Donaldson 1s with the
Tniversity of Mevada Coopera-
ve Extension. She is a Water
Juality Education Specialist.
Donaldson points oot that
ine of the fifteen nn—gmdsm
poted knaspweed, has inv
nost of Moatana, That state has
pent millions of dollars wying
o control it, Another one, yel-
ow starthistle, has already
nvaded 15 1o 20 percant of

Zalifornia's landscape. By com-

warison, infesations in the
[ahoe Basin are small, but
hey're growing, and it’s worrl-
DT

Why are thess weeds obnox-
ous? Donaldson cxpluins that
hey compets aggressively with

wative plants and displace them.

Irosion i greater by alimist
HHh percent in some Gakes
sihasres erntied knanpweed is

disturbed sreas, Tall whitetop
grows anywhene at altitudes as
Tigh as 10000 fest.

Spolted knapweed is well
suited 1o the conditions in the
hasin and could spread rapidly.
It’s found along E-80 from Troc-
kee to Blue Canyon and along
highway 89 from Homewond to
1-80, Musk thistle isn't in the
bagin yet, but it's already in
Truckee and is spreading fast in

How did these obnoxious
squatters get into the basin®
Doneldson points cat that some
came with straw bales used o
confrel erosion. Some amived
on sutomobibe Hres, construc-
tion matarial, and zeed mines.
Some weads, like whitetop,
mﬂd by imrasive roota. Oth-
ers, like thistles, have seods thi
are spread readily by winds, It's

fined and oul of the basin.

Donaldson explains that the
mest nndesirable fftean mox-
ions weads are divided into
three groups. She notes that the
first group (musk thistle, Scotch
thilsebe, Canadi thistle and Russ-
ian knapweed) consists of
weeds thar aren’t here yet, but
are just outside the door. The
second group (yellow starthis-
the, Seotch beoom, and diffuse
knapwesd) has been found in
small infiestations and mst be
eradicated immediately befors
they spread. The thind group
includes weeds that ane already
estahlished snd must be man-
aged o kesp from spreading
further, This notorious gamng
includes bull thistle, Burasian
watermilfoil, spotted knapeeed,
Elsmmhweed, Dalmatian toad- .
flaz, yellow toadfiox, and oxeye
daisy.

Bull thisthe is widespread in
disnorbed arens, Enrasian water-
milfioil is an aquatic weed that's
taken over much of the Takoe
Keys and i2 spreading to mari-
nas around the lake, Klamath-

weed & widespread in the M

basin, especially in veleans:
soils. Dalmatian wadflax is
found from Tahos Ciy o Camp
Richardsen, A huge population
of yellow 1oedilax is growing at
the: Upper Truckee dam; it's
algo found on Sowth Shore
beaches ond in yords, Tall
whitstop already inhabis some
B 3iies i the basin.

How can these weeds be
identified ! Knapweed flowess
(some are while, 30me are pur-
ple, and some are yellow)
resemble thistles, though
they e really not thistles, and
miost don't have stickers, This-
tles are easy to identify. Scoich
broom (Genista), with its yel-
low spring bleoms, is a shrub
that's all over the siate, and
familiar to most people, Kla-

the coondinating group warms,
it's not St. John's Wort.

How can these wesds be
eradicated? Well, the answer is
“carefully” ar you might jus:
stimulate more growth and
spread the problem. Donaldson
cautions that folks don't ry.
Instead, she suggests that if you
spat any of these invasive
weeds, call one of the following
experts bo make o sare identifi-
cation and advise om eradication
methids. ;

B Douglas County, call the
Diouglas County Weed Distriet,
(775} TH2-9835.

B Washoe County, call the
UMR cooperative Bxtension, -
(775) TH4-4B48.

B Mevada County, call the
Agriculiore Commissioner,
(530) 2732648,

B Plscer County, call the

Commissioner,
(530) BRO.TITI.

W El Diorudo County, call the
Agriculure Commissioner,
(330) 621-3520,

The Tahot Weed Coordinat-
ing Group is organizing a mas-

“sive effiort to find the Jocotions

of these noikious weeds. During
a Twins weckend, they "]l be
asking folles bo call in amd
report sightings of plants sus-
pected of being invasive weeds,
Keep an eye out for the
announcement, descriptions and
photos. And report suspecied
poxious weeds. As Dr. Donakd-
»0m puts it, “Don’t k2 ihem
choke the blue out of Tahos."
Comments? Send them to
bastnwatch @ earthlink net

— Lew Poppoff is a retived
ammespheric physicise with
NASA and has been a member of
the Tahoe Regional Plenning
Agency s aavisory planming
commilzsion since 1983, He is
alsa a former member of the
Lahonter Warer Juatity Confral
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 160: KATHY WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 160-1: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public
Review Period). The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

Response 160-2: The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Proposed Martis
Valley Community Plan policies 9.D.4, 9.E.3, 9.F.1 and 9.F.2 already
specifically requires and encourages the preservation of natural open space
areas, conservation of areas of native vegetation and prohibition of non-
native plants, while encouraging revegetation of disturbed areas. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-990
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Letter 161

1707 Grouse Ridge Road
Morthstar, CA 960161

August 16, 2002

Attn: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan ("MVCP™) Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

I have directed several letters to you regarding this Plan; each letter addresses a general
topic which I would like to see discussed in a revised and recirculated DEIR,

Placer County has many commendable policies in its general plan which address habitat
conservation. Biclogists (Dr. Rowan Rowntree, Conservation Biology Institute) whom 1
have consulted about this plan believe that the Preferred Plan for the Martis Valley is in
conflict with these policies. Most of the development being proposed for Eaglewood,
Hopkins Ranch, Siller Brothers, Waddle Ranch and the Sierra Pacific Property (Martis
Ranch) are single family second homes. All but Martis Ranch involve a golf course. At | 1611
the moment, there seems to be little demand for this type of house in the Martis Valley,
The last [ heard from a realtor, Lahontan had about 30 houses for sale and almost 100 lots
for sale. This is a huge percentage of the houses built and land awvailable in the Lahontan
development, which seems to be the model for the above-mentioned projects. Morthstar
seems to have another type of project in mind; however, currently there are at least 24
houses for sale at Nerthstar, 24 condominiums, and timeshares available at the Northstar

Club.

Since there seems o be no pressing demand for most of the projects comemplated, 1
believe the public interest would be best served by evaluating how this land should be
used in light of Placer County’s pelicies. Since the Martis Valley Community Plan is the
“Constitution” for the Martis Valley, I encourage the County to ensure that the Plan is in
harmony with Placer County’s own policies regarding habitat conservation.

RO
Polbetn < (OB *__-:}%}&
p e RECEIVED
AR 4 8 ooy

Thank vou.

PLANNING DEFAT T ENT
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LETTER 161 KATHY WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 161-1 Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised
Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan
and in compliance with CEQA. Since no specific comments regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no further response is required.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-992
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Letter 162
Q\:P‘ _DATE Ry 1707 Grouse Ridge Road
RECEIVED MWarthstar, CA 96161
AUG 19 jud2 111 Sandringham Road

Piedmont, CA 94511
PLANNING DEFARTMENT August 14, 2002

Attn: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B™ Avenue

Aubum, CA 925603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan (*MVCP") Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms, Lawrence:

My wife Kathy and [ are part time residents at Northstar and have followed varions
planning issues in the Martis Valley and neighboring communities for more than two
years. We are members of a number of local groups interested in the MVCP including the
Northstar Property Owners Association, the Mountain Arca Preservation Foundation, and
the Sierra Club, We are also board members of Sierra Watch, a citizens group, whose
mission statement and activities are deseribed at www.sicrrawatch.org . We plan o
comment on a number of aspects of the DEIR and the Proposed Plan. Our comments are
personal and do not necessarily reflect the views of any of the organizations with which

we are affiliated.

We have attended a number of meetings of the Martis Valley Community Plan Citizens’
Advisory Committee and the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council. We appreciate the

opportunity to leam about the planning process and to contribute our views, Since many
of our comments will focus on potential improvements to the evaluation of the Proposed
Plan or to the Proposed Plan itself, it may be appropriate to start by commending the
Planning Department for attempting to frame policies for development which express “a
vision of the future of the community and directions for growth so that Martis Valley can
continue to flourish as a community where people and the natural cnvironment exist in

harmony™.
In reviewing this letter and other comment letters from members of the public, please
bear in mind that we are not versed in appropriate procedure and that we may not make

our points following legal or other requirements. Nonetheless, we do want Placer County
to hear our concerns and to use our commenis and suggestions to develop a better plan

for the Martis Valley.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-993



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

This letter will focus on some aspects of the traffic model. For reasons discussed below
the set of nodes used in traffic modeling should be expanded and the trip generation
assumptions should be revised, Modes and road segments which should be explicitly
evaluated include, at a minimum, SR 89 segment, SR 89/West River Street intersection | 162-1
in Truckee, SR 89/SR 28intersection in Tahoe City, SR 28 segment crossing the Nevada
border, and SR 28 some distance south of the SR 89/SR28 intersection. The communities
affected, many of which are outside of the gesgraphic boundary of the study area, should
have the information generated by the traffic model.

The next topic concemns the assumptions underlying the trip generation estimates
develaped by the County to guide the consultant. Clearly, trip generation assumptions ane
fundamental to the traffic analysis. To ensure that the estimates supplied would not be
biased on the low side the County used a “conservative™ 20 % permanent occupancy
figure for many of the units in the project area. The conservatism of the estimate was
determined by asking for views on oceupancy of the Citizens Advisory Committee,
Ultimately, the County decided that the resort communities in the project area have a
permanant occupancy of about 5 % which means that assuming 20 % permanent
occupancy would be “conservative™. This thought process may or may not lead to a 162-2
reasonable estimate of occupancy many years in the finure.

Notwithstanding the reasoning process followed, a permanent occupancy rate in excess of
20 % is certainly a realistic possibility. Tahoe Donner. a nearby resort community, has
approximately 25 % permanent residents today based on information from the Tahoe
Donner Association, Even if no example of a nearby community were available to make
the point, there are other grounds for questioning the adequacy of the 20 % permanent
occupancy assumpiion. First, look at the applications on hand for the project area, There
are current applications for approximately 1,000 dwelling units out of a total allowable of
approximately 6,800 new units. Clearly, many of the remaining 5,800 units may be
different from what is planned for the 1,000 or so units in the pipeline. Second, there iz a
growing trend of familics moving to resort communities to establish permanent residence.
This trend may or may not continue, but the existence of the trend, combined with current
California demographics, may result in permanent occupancy figures well in excess of

20 .

For all these reasons, the trip generation estimates used by the traffic consultant may
significantly understate the traffic impacts of the Proposed Plan and the alternatives

evaluated as part of the Draft EIR. Please address this potential underestimate in the next 1682-3
version of the EIR and please also include the node expansion previously suggested in

this letter.

Thank you for the opportumity to comment on the Draft EIR.

Sincerely,

0C Tl

avid C. Welch

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 162 DAvID C. WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 162-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Response 162-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Response 162-3: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 163
RCO
Q\}GEDJ%TE Uﬂ"?},
RECEIVED
1707 Gro Ridee Road
PRl 3 2 Nﬂﬂhstar,ua 93?51
PLANNING DEPARTMENFugust 15, 2002

Amn: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planming Department
11414 “B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan (“MVCP”) Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

The specific subjects of this comment letter concern selected wildlife in the Martis
Valley, the land use diagram in the Proposed MVCP, and management practices in
mountain resort communities.

Ag the County is aware there are many wildlife species in the Martis Valley. The purpose
of this comment iz to encourage the County to check with some local sources on their
experience with bears in the Martis Valley. I believe this new information will be useful
to the drafters who prepare the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR™).
Specifically, the information gained may lead County Planning staff to alter their
recommendations for the land use diapram described as PP for Proposed Plan in the 1831
DEIR. Further, the information may lead Planning staff to incorporate various mitigation
measures in the FEIR.

Briefly, the background underlying this suggestion is that the inieraction between bears
and human communities often leads to disastrous results for individual bears, At
Morthstar a number of factors, including the expansion af the development footprint of
the resort (i.e., the Big Springs subdivision and similar development) and poor garbage
disposal practices on the part of a few property owners, have led at times to increased
numbers of bear sightings and incidents. Data on this matter is available through local
homeowners with an interast in bears. (Please check with Bear Team members at
Morthstar Property Owners Association ("WNPOA™) or the Northstar Community Services
Diistriet and with the Bear League for more details on their efforis and their assessment of

local bear issues.)

Both WPOA and Northstar-at-Tahoe have taken steps to improve garbage management
which is a significant attraction for bears. Improper management of garbage encourages
bears to visit developed areas. So, 25 a preliminary suggestion I believe the County
should recognize that the proposed development will seriously diminish the available
undeveloped and undisturbed lands available for bears, Accordingly, T believe the
proposed development footprints should be reviewed in light of known information about

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
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bear hahitat, bear sightings and best management practices. Perhaps some of the
undeveloped lands slated for development in the Proposed Plan should be reserved for
bear habitat. I believe this is an important issue which should be carefully studied before

deciding on land uses.

Further, whatever development is uitimately authorized in the project area should, under
the direction of appropriate regulations or mitigatien measures adopted by the County, be
required to manage garbage in & manner designed to discourage bear interaction with the
human community. Beyond garbage, there are several other “normal” things people do
arpund their houses (e.g, bird feeders) which do not contribute to a program of

minimizing contact with bears, 1631

Cont'd
Additionally, bear relocation is an expensive and a difficult proposition. T hope the
County will recommend some methods of insuring that bears whe do become nuisances

meet some humane fate.

As a last suggestion for the County to consider as part of a mitigation measure, note that a
number of Morthstar residents and property owners have supported a program of
plantings designed to supplement food sources available to bears in areas well away from
the developed areas. | do not know if these efforts have been successful in reducing the
“conflicts™ between bears and residents at the resort, but I do think this type of program
should be evaluated but the County and incorporated into the plans for further

development in the area.

If we can not find a way to leave appropriate room for the bears and do not take the
necessary steps for them to not perish individually because we have taken over part of

their habitat for ourselves, we will all ke the poarer for it.
1 hope these comments will help the County in its planning efforts for the Martis Valley,

Thank you for the opportunity to cominent and share my views on this topic.

Sincerely,
H C
vid C. Welch
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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LETTER 163: DAvID C. WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 163-1: Comment noted. Black bears are a common wildlife species and
implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan is not expected to
significantly impact this species to the extent that their population would
substantially diminish. However, Draft EIR pages 4.9-88 and -89
acknowledge that the project would cumulatively contribute to conflicts
between wildlife and human activity.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 164
ER CO 1707 Grouse Ridge Road
q\»j“c DATE “"1*?_,, Northstar, CA 96161
RECEIVED
111 Sandringham Road
AUG 19 200 Piedmont, CA 94611
August 15, 2002
PLANNING DEPARTMENT e

Attm: Lori Lawrence

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan ("MVCP") Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence;

This comment leter notes that the consultant or consultants hired to evaluate the impacts
of the proposed MVCP failed to evaluate and adequately inform report readers about the
environmental setting for the project. The project description in the DEIR is defective in
anumber of ways. This comment letter deals only with the DEIR's failure to address
important known issues concerning development in the Sierras and its failure to
adequately describe the range of future climate conditions which might have a major
impact on the project area. Adequate discussion of these issues might materally assist the
Board of Supervisors in making decisions about development in the Martis Valley,

164-1
The scope of the proposed project, allowing up to 9,220 dwelling units according to the
Proposed Plan, is a multiple of the dwelling units in the closest Placer County
community, Kings Beach. The land use diagram contemplated involves some high
resgurce consumption uses (e.g., golf courses) and the potential to disturb & major portion
of the privately owned lands in the Martis Valley. The proposed project is the largest
single project ever advanced in this part of the Sierras. Given the magnitude of the project
and its significance to the region, County Planning staff has appropriately projected the
allowable development in the Proposed Plan to full build out as a fundamental part of the
analytical framework for the project. The consultants did nol exercise the same level of

care in preparing the project deseription.

For a project of this magnitude and potential importance to the region, the consultants
charged with providing the project setting for the evaluation of the Martis Valley
Community Plan should have reviewed the relevant historic, current and future contexts,
For example, in describing the historic context, the consultants should have reviewed and
incorporated appropriate summaries of the principal findings of the Final Report of the

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Federal government's Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Report (“SNEP™) which confirms what
many have long feared: poorly planned urban and industrial development in the Sierra is
destroying the air and water quality, farmland, and fragile network of ecosystems that 164-1
malce the Sierra Nevada one of the most diverse and magnificent regions in the world. Cont'd
The issue which should have been addressed in the DEIR is how should development
allowed by Placer County in the Martis Valley proceed in a manner which avoids the
mistakes documented in the SNEP report? The DEIR provides no guidance on this key

question.

Tumning to the future context, the consultants do not take appropriate notice of global
climate change. Many of the principal elements of climate chanpe have been known and
studied for years. Admittedly, there is some controversy over what will ensue as a
consequence. An arlicle in the Sacramento Bee on June 4, 2002 by Science Writer Edie
Lau summarizes the findings of a recently completed study by scientists at the University
of California, Santa Cruz, and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, The lead
paragraph of that news account warrants repeating here,

“In one of the most comprehensive studies to date on the effects of global o
warming in Califomia, scientists predict that within this century, average
temperatures will rise everywhere, especially in the Sierra Nevada and Cascade
ranges, and winter snowpack in the Sierra will diminish by as much as

B2 percent.”

The seriousness of the impacts reviewed in this news account illustrates the need for
some discussion of the potential impact of climate change in describing the setting for the
evaluation of the Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan, To restate the obvious; the
DEIR. consultants ignore the possibility that the project area may experience a significant
change in the availability of water associated with near and long term climactic changes.
Decision makers and the public are entitled fo an informed assessment of how climate
change might affect the range of development decisions before the Board of Supervisors,
The drafters of the DEIR. do not discuss this critical issue for development in the Sierra.

Please ask the consultants to provide the information described in this comment letter to 1643
the Board of Supervisors and interested members of the public.

Sincerely,
Aoy ¢ Wb

David C. Welch

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 164: DAvID C. WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 164-1:

Response 164-2:

Response 164-3:

Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.1
(Project Description Adequacy) and 3.4.2 Master Response 3.4.2
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area). CEQA
Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational document
for decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the significant
environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to minimize
significant effects, and describes reasonable alternatives to the project that
could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Thus, the Draft EIR
is not intended to “guide” the planning process associated with the Martis
Valley Community Plan. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised
Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan
and in compliance with CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) regarding consideration of global climate changes.

Comment noted. Responses to comment letters received on the Draft EIR
are provided in this document.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 165

1707 Grouse Ridge Road
Morthstar, CA 9616]

August 13, 2002

Attn; Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 *“B” Avenue

Auburn, CA 935603

Re: Draft En?immmmal Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan (“MVCP"} Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

This comment letter discusses a portion of the Public Review Draft of the Martis Valley
Community Plan, dated May 23, 2002 comparing it to the January Draft,

Policy 1.B.8 of the January Draft includes: “The County shall discourage the
development of isolated, remote, and/or walled residential projects that do not contribute
to the sense of community desired for the area ™ This protective Poliey iz omitted from

165-1

the Mav 2002 Draft

First, the earlier draft ]'IICFI'M!'EIE! a specific policy consistent with the discussions of the
character of the community in meectings of the Citizens Advisory Committee, To my
knowledge the szm_s Adv}smy Committee did not vote to amit Policy 1.B.E. To my
kmwiefige the Committee did not even discuss the possibility of omitting Policy 1.B.8,
Accardingly, I request that the subject policy be reinstated in the next version of the
Martis Valley Community Plan,

If a.dd_in g this modest level of protection is not now considered desirable by County
Planning Staff, T request that the omission of Policy 1.B.8 be discussed in the Staff
response to comments on the Draft EIR for the project.

Thank you for considering this issue and thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Sincerely, ¢ \}Gﬁf’r?ﬁ;”@m
] AECCIVEDR
avid C. Welch
alla - O ke
PLANMING DEPAGG L I
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LETTER 165: DAvID C. WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 165-1:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no
comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no
further response is required.

Placer County
May 2003
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Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 166

1707 Grouse Ridge Road
Morthstar, CA 96161

August 15, 2002

Attn: Lon Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
‘Community Flan (“MVCP”) Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

This comment letter discusses a portion of the Public Review Draft of the Martis Valley
Community Plan, dated May 23, 2002,

In Policy 1.E.4 the Review Drafl incorporates “The County shall protect and enhance, 1664
through its land use polices and programs, Martis Lake's wild-trout sport-fishery.” Firat,
this is an appropriate and worthwhile addition to policies specific to the Martis Valley.
Second, is there a risk that by using the phrase “wild-trouf™ to medify “sport-fishery”
inadvertently limits the protection actually intended? Please add an appropriate
clarification w insure that all sport-fishery activities are protected.

Thank you for the opportunity o comment.

Sincerely, wﬂaﬂ ﬂﬂ'{f

N T oV DatE Ay
Hdc. Welch RECEIVED
AlG 19 2

PLANNING DEPARTIENT
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LETTER 166: DAvID C. WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 166-1:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is
referred to Response to Comment K-39 and 10-28.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 167

1707 Grouse Ridge Road
Morthstar, CA 26161
August 15, 2002

Attn: Lori Lawrence

Environmental Feview Technician

Placer County Planning Department

11414 “B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan (“MVCP") Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms., Lawrence:

The purpose of this commaent letter is to share with Placer County Planning Stafl an
observation on traffic based on a number of conversations with Truckee and Northshore
residents. Briefly, many of the comments reflect concerns that Saturday and Sunday
traftic conditions merit closer review in the traffic studies. Many residents believe that 1674
ﬂmsmuwaﬁemnm:npﬁkp:ﬁndumdb}'ﬂjel:aﬂicmmtﬂtmmhmtﬂmpeakpmiud ¢

based on their experience,

Please revisit the analysis and presentation of traffic impacts, including information on
Saturday and Sunday conditions.

Thank you for your attention to this observation and for the opporiunity to comment.

Smcmly,
- 3'11%1_ DATE L
M.qvclch R RECEIVED

AUg 19 700%

e e T |
PL‘EIIF'EI"'\H.J"JL? UL;-IJ: LT .;.._i'-.aT
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LETTER 167: DAvID C WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 167-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 168

1707 Grouse Ridge Road
Morthstar, CA 96161

August 15, 2002

Attn: Lon Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan (“MWVCP™) Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
Dear Ms. Lawrence:

This comment letter discusses a portion of the Public Review Drafi of the Martis Valley
Community Plan, dated May 23, 2002,
The May 2002 Drafl includes more than a 33 per cent increase in General Commercial

acreage from 29 acres in the January version to 39 scres in the most recent version,
Please explain how and why the additional 10 acres were added to the plan,

168-1

Thank you for considering this issue and thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
%&M
vid C. Welch

R Coyy,
Q»P‘GE::-ATE Yivy,,

RECEIVED
aUG 19 707

SO ETTR AN

PL&I"‘-?HinLJ DErAki MGNT
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 168: DAvID C WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 168-1:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. Since no
comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received, no
further response is required.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 169
ACER L,
O Dare M
Hfﬂ:_::f'l,.l'" ] L
e 1707 Grouse Ridge Road
Lig Morthstar, CA 96161

¢ sy

PLANNING ()., ..., August 16,2002
| Ockeny
Atn: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Flacer County Planning Department
11414 "B Avenue
Auburn, CA 05603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan (“MVCP") Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

This comment letter urges Planning Siaff retain the “Open Space™ designation for
Section 31, NW Quadrant.

The Proposed Plan modifies the land use from “Open Space™ to “Low Density
Residential™. I believe the specific site is part of an exiting or planned trail system for the
community affording access (o property managed by the Army Corps of Engineers, 1691

I belicve both the Morthstar Property Owners Association’s Board and the Northstar
Community Services District will comment on the appropriste land use designation for
Section 31 urging retention of the “Open Space” designation. Their comments would
reflect the views of the elected representatives of a substantial portion of all property

owners in the project area.

Retaining the “Open Space™ designation is consistent with Placer County policies and
with community preference,

Thank you for considering this request and thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Sincerely,

Okl

vid C. Welch

Placer County
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LETTER 169: DAvID C WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 169-1:

The commentor’s concerns regarding the proposed land use designation
associated with Section 31 under the Proposed Land Use Diagram and its
use as open space and trail usage is noted and will be forwarded to the
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration. This is a policy issue associated with the proposed Martis
Valley Community and not a specific comment regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR currently evaluates it as Low Density Residential.
Conversion of this proposed land use designation to Open Space would not
result in any new significant impacts on the environment that were not
evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1011



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 170
CERC
ot ﬂﬁ?&pﬁd"}}

RECEIVED

AUG © g spyy
kil 1707 Grouse Ridge Road
TRTTR S 1 s Morthstar, CA 96161
PLANNING GErAfTiseny
August 16, 2002

Attn; Lor Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan (“MVCP") Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:;

The purpose of this letter is to comment on noise associated with transportation in Martis
Valley,

The Proposed Plan allows for an additional 6,800 new dwelling units in the project area,
The Draft EIR attempts to analyze the noise impacts associated with this level of
development. In addition to noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic, the Martis
Walley currently experiences significant noise impacts associated with the Truckee Tahoe
Airport. Looking to the future the Martis Valley will experience additional noise impacts
as airport operations expand. Notwithstanding the County’s efforts to analyze existing
and prospective noise impacts, the risk to the community is the proposed development
and the continued expansion of the airport will seriously compromise future enjoyment of
the Martis Valley due to excessive noise.

Presently, from altitudes of 6,500 feet, about 300 feet off the valley floor, there is fairly
constant noticeable highway noise and at Northstar numerous aircraft approaches,
presumably for landings. Please accept this letter as testimony that there is already a
noise level issue for residents. Please exercise extreme care in deciding to accept any
increases in noise levels for the Martiz Valley.

Atone of the Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, Mr. Gaylan Larson guestioned the
proposed standards for noise in the Public Review Draft of the Martis Valley Community
Plan or in the Draft EIR. Please revisit the issue of appropriate noise stendards for the

Martis Valley and explain in the next version of the EIR which standard was selected and

why.
Thank vou for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

o L
vid C. Welch

1701
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LETTER 170: DAvID C WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 170-1:

Section 4.5 (Noise) of the Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of various
noise impacts associated with implementation of the Martis Valley
Community Plan. As shown in Draft EIR Figures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2, the Northstar-
at-Tahoe resort community is outside of the noise exposure contours of the
Truckee-Tahoe Airport. Appendix 4.5 of the Draft EIR identifies anticipated
traffic noise volumes from SR 267 at buildout of the Plan area. The noise
standards set forth in the Martis Valley Community Plan (Draft EIR page 4.5-22
through -29) are consistent with the Placer County General Plan noise
standards and are generally consistent with noise standards used by other
rural jurisdictions in the state.

Placer County
May 2003
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